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LONDON, MAY 7, 1870. 
——_—>_—_- 

WE NOTICED A FEW WEEKS AGO* a case of Guest 
v. Smythe, in which the Master of the Rolls made an 
order setting aside a purchase made by a solicitor at a 
sale in a foreclosure suit, and directing the property to 
’ be resold. The case was subsequently reported (18 
W. R. 617). Lord Justice Giffard has this week re- 
* yersed the above decision. The facts, as may be remem- 
bered, were rather peculiar. The solicitor who purchased 
was not concerned for any of the parties to the suit in 
which the sale was made; he had neither been con- 
cerned in nor consulted about the preparation of the par- 
ticulars, and did not even know what was the reserve 
price which had been fixed on, and which was below the 
price at which he himself purchased. His name, how- 
ever, had been without his knowledge placed upon the 
particulars as a reference for information. The only 
other connection which he had with the foreclosure suit 
was that he was concerned in an administration suit in- 
stituted by creditors of the mortgagee, and had the day 
before the day of the sale taken out on behalf of his 
client a summons for leave to attend the proceedings, 
but the order on this summons was not drawn up until 
after the sale. The decision of the Lord Justice does 
not in any way trench on the principles laid down in 
cases such as Hamilton v. Wright (9 Cl. & F. 123); Re 
Bloye’s Trusts (1 MeN. & G. 497); the recent case of 
Tennant v. Trenchard (L. R. 4 Ch. 547), and many 
others, upon which interested parties, or persons in a 
fiduciary position, or the solicitors of such individuals, 
are precluded from becoming purchasers. The Lord Jus- 
tice considered that on the facts of the present case the 
client could have bid, and therefore there was no reason 
why the solicitor should not doso. The Master of the 
Rolls, on the contrary, had considered that a duty was cast 
on this solicitor’s client of promoting, so far as he took 
any part in the matter, the best price. The difference 
between the Master of the Rolls aud the Lord Justice 
then, is that the latter considers the connection be- 
tween a creditor of the mortgagee suing in an administra- 
tion suit and the sale under the mortgagee’s foreclosure 
suit, too remote to be taken into account by the Court. 

The Lord Justice also lays it down that the mere 
appearance of a solicitor’s name on the particulars is not 
of itself enough to disqualify him for purchasing. 





THE JUDICATURE COMMISSION are said to have in 
preparation a bill for the consolidation of all the statutes 
relating to county courts. These statutes number near ly 
twenty, and the complications arising out of the numero us 
clauses, which repeal other clauses and parts of clauses, 
are sources of so much difficulty in practice that it is 
altogether unsafe for any but regular county court pra c- 


titioners to advise on any matter of detail, The rules of 
practice, the construction of which is a frequent cause of 
contention, are also to be remodelled. It is improbab le, 
of = that any consolidating bill oan be passed th is 
session. 





* Ante 427, 





In “CHITTY ON PLEADING ” and in “ Lush’s Practice” 
it is laid down that a broker who has entered into a con- 
tract in that capacity is entitled to maintain an action in 
his own name on such contract. These dicta, after the 
recent judgment of the Court of Exchequer in fairlie v. 
Fenton (18 W. R. 700) cannot be entirely relied upon. In 
Fairlie v. Fenton the sale note on which the plaintiff sued 
was to this effect: “ I have this day sold you (defendants) on 
account of X. Y. a hundred bales of cotton, etc. (Signed) 
Evelyn Fairlie (broker).” This note in the “I have” 
differs from the ordinary form of sale note, which runs, 
“Sold on account,” but the Court were unanimously of 
Opinion that, having disclosed his principal and not 
having personally bound himself, the broker could neither 
be sued nor sue upon it. The Court pointed out that the 
true distinction, apparently recognised but not followed 
by the text-writers referred to, in the capacity to sue and 
be sued, between a broker on the one hand and such agents 
as auctioneers and factors on the other hand, lies in the 
fact that the latter have a special property or lien in the 
goods themselves the subjects of agreement, whereas a 
broker has no interest in the subject-matter of a contract 
in which he intervenes, beyond the brokerage or com- 
mission which he earns for simply bringing vendor and 
purchaser together. 





Mr. C. FoRSTER’s BILL ‘to abolish forfeitures for 
treason and felony, and to otherwise amend the law re- 
lating thereto,’ has passed through the select committee 
in the House of Commons. It consists of thirty-one 
sections, and its general scheme is to abolish forfeitures of 
all kinds for treason and felony, to render persons guilty 
of these crimes liable to pay the costs of their own prose- 
cutions, and in the case of felony to pay compensation to 
persons aggrieved by the felony. Also, in certain cases, 
to vest the property of the convict in an administrator 
who is to have the whole management of the property 
until the convict shall die, or become bankrupt, or have 
undergone his punishment. 

The Act only deals with treason and felony. By 
section 1 attainder, corruption of blood, forfeiture, and 
escheat for treason or felony is abolished, but the Act 
is not to affect the law of forfeiture consequent on out- 
lawry. Conviction (section 2) is to be a disqualification for 
holding any of many specified public offices, and 
(section 3) the Court which pronounces judgment for 
treason or felony may, in addition to its sentence, condemn 
the criminal to pay the costs and ‘expenses of the prosecu- 
tion. By section 4 the Court may, upon application of the 
person aggrieved after a conviction for felony, award any 
sum not exceeding £100 by way of compensation for any 
loss of property suffered by the: applicant by means of 
the felony. Section 6 and the following sections deal 
with the management of the property of ‘* convicts "— 
i.e, of persons against whom judgment of death or penal 
servitude has been pronounced or recorded upon any 
charge of treason or felony. Administrators may 
be appointed by the Crown, who are to have the 
entire management of the property, the convict being 
unable to sue for, alienate, or otherwise deal with it. These 
administrators are (section 14) to pay the convict’s debts 
and liabilities, and may make compensation to persons in- 
jured by his criminal or fraudulent acts, and may also 
make allowances to the convict’s relatives or to the convict 
himself. Subject to these payments the property is to be 
preserved for the convict, and to revert to him when he 
has undergone his sentence, or in his personal repre- 
sentatives on hisdeath. Ifnoadministrator is appointed 
an interim curator may (section 21) be appointed 
by justices, who is to have powers somewhat similar te 
those of the administrators, 

The general scope of this bill, and the way in which it 
earefully excludes all cases of misdemeanour from its 
provisions, is a good example of the timid and hesitating 
character of our legislation. The provisions of section 
4show this very clearly. It allows (extending a little 
the principle of section 100 of 24 & 25 Viet. o 
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96, and section 9 of 30 & 381 Vict. c. 35) compen- 
sation to be awarded after conviction to the person 
aggrieved. The principle of this section—viz., to save 
the delay and expense of another proceeding for the proof 
of the same facts—is undoubtedly good, but why should 
the scope ef the section be so limited ? It only extends 
to loss of property caused by felony, and the compensa- 
tion is limited to £100. If the section ought to become 
law, it ought to have a much wider application. There is 
no reason why a person deprived of property by a misde- 
meanour should be in a worse position than one who has 
lost a similar amount by a felony; there is no reason 
why there should be a fixed limit to the amount 
of compensation, no regard being paid to the surround- 
ing circumstances; and it may well be doubted 
whether there is any reason for giving a more summary 
remedy for injury to property than to injury to person 
or reputation. 

This bill is not worse than most other bills that are 
introduced into Parliament for the improvement of the 
law, but it is no better. Indeed, the only idea that is 
thoroughly carried out in the thirty-one sections, is the 
abolition of attainder, forfeiture, and escheat, which is 
done in the first three lines of the bill. 





THE AMENDED HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE BILL. 


The High Court of Justice Bill has appeared in 
its amended form, but the committee thereon in the 
House of Lords has been deferred to give the law peers 
an ‘opportunity of considering the amendments intro- 
duced by the Lord Chancellor. These amendments may 
be reduced to three heads. The rules laid down in the 
Act to govern and control the rules to be hereafter 
framed under the authority of the Act have been en~ 
larged and extended; the power of making such further 
rules has been taken away from the High Court and 
vested in a new Committee of the Privy Council, consist- 
ing of the Lord Chancellor, the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer, and such other Privy Councillors as her Majesty 
may appoint, 7.e., has been transferred from the judicial 
body to the executive government ; and the projected 
abolition of the Home Circuit has been practically aban- 
doned. The other alterations are purely verbal, and none 
of them seem to us of sufficient importance to deserve 
special notice, except that an alteration has been made 
in the 7th section which gets rid of the contradiction 
we formerly noticed in the language of the two bills with 
respect to the scale of precedence as between the judges 
of this court and those of the appellate court, and finally 
determining the precedence to be, after the Master of the 
Rolls, the Lords Presidents of Divisional Courts, then 
the ordinary judges of appeal, then the judges of the 
High Court of Justice. 

The first of the alterations we have specially noticed 
is contained in the 13th and 14th sections of the amended 
bill. These sections are entirely new (except the 1st 
clause of section 14), and seem to us of great importance, 
because, if the rules therein laid down are fairly carried 
out, in the spirit and not in the letter, the rules of court to 
he hereafter made are reduced to matters of detail, which 
may—nay, we had almost written must—be advan- 
‘tagevualy left in the hands of some body more conversant 
with the question, and more readily set in motion from 
time to time as experience may require, than the two 
Houses of Parliament can possibly be. 

The 13th section of the amended bill is as follows: — 

13. The following enactments shall be made with respect 
to jurisdiction under this Act : 

(1.) Any jurisdiction hitherto exercised by the Court of 
Chancery, or by the Court of Admiralty, otherwise 
than under the authority of an Act of Parliament, 
is declared to be part of the common law of Eng- 
land, and to modify such commen law to the extent 
in which it differs therefrom : 

(2.) Any jurisdiction by this Act transferred to the High 
Court of Justice shall, subject to any rules of court 
made under this Act, be exercised by the High 


Court of Justice, or any divisional or other cour¢ 
Ph ssgrcrsc : ae - vce oa 
3. cause of suit or action or of other civi 

®) po which has hitherto been available in sey 
court of equity, shall, subject to any rules of court 
made in pursuance of this Act, be available in the 
High Court of Justice and in every divisional or 
other court thereof. 

(4) Any answer, plea, or defence in any suit, action, or 
other civil legal proceeding which has hitherto 
been available in any court of equity, shall, sub. 
ject to any rules of court made in pursuance of 
this Act, be available in the High Court of Jus. 
tice and in every divisional or other court thereof, 

If this section be fairly acted upon, the distinction, 
concerning which so much has been said and written, 
between law and equity, will disappear so far as it ig 
practicable to get rid of it: to a certain extent it is, ag 
we have often pointed out, inherent in the nature of 
human transactions, and to that extent no fusion is pos- 
sible; and nothing but what Lord Romilly rather aptly 
described as “a foolish confusion ” can result from any 
attempt to establish it; but so far as the distinction is 
artificial it will cease to exist so soon as a race of judges 
shall have arisen capable of carrying out this section 
according to its spirit, and willing to do so loyally. Un- 
fortunately any one who knows what has been the legal 
training of the present occupants of the judicial bench 
will find that it involves no disrespect to them to admit 
that they are not the former; and even if they were, 
they are, unless we are grievously misinformed, anything 
but ready to show themselves the latter. It is, perhaps, 
a sign of wisdom on the part of the framers of the bill 
that they provide for the temporary preservation of the 
existing arrangements, even after the commencement of 
the Act, not because there is really any difficulty in 
getting rid of the most glaring of the present evils, but 
because that vis inertie which is perhaps the most for- 
midable opponent of the proposed changes is thereby 
sensibly reduced. 

The second principal alteration in the amended bill is 
the substitute of “a committee of council,” constituted 
as we have mentioned, for the judges of the High Court, 
as the body authorised to make rules under the Act. 
This is a daring, and not, we think, a happy innovation 
upon all prior practice, but the blame of it, if blame it 
deserve, must rest upon Lord Westbury, inasmuch as it 
has been expressly introduced to obviate, if possible, his 
objection, taken on the occasion of the second reading, that 
so large a body as the High Court never could be got to 
frame any rules whatever. We did not, and do not, 
agree with this criticism ; and we cannot think thata 
sort of mixture of the Cabinet and the Judicial Com- 
mittee, such as the proposed committee of council seems 
to be, will be as fit a body to frame such rules as the 
judges who have to work them would be. There is, more- 
over, thisseriousdefect, that the judgesarethe persons who, 
if there be a casus omissus, or a miseonceived regulation, 
are the first persons to discover its existence and the fittest 
to see the proper remedy; and they ought therefore to be 
entrusted with the power—and the duty—of supplying 
such remedy as may be required, and not left to make a 
somewhat undignified representation to a quasi foreign 
body, who, upon a sort of auditd quereld, are.to supply 
such remedy as they, who have not to work it, think the 
most desirable. 

The general question, whether such rules as those 
under discussion ought to be made by the Legislature 
directly or entrusted to some other body, has been the 
subject of much discussion both in and out of Parlia- 
ment, but it seems to us clear on principle, and in con- 
formity with almost universal practice, that rules of 
practice and procedure ought to be framed by the Court, 
unless it has shown itself so averse to reform as to re- 
fuse, or s0 incompetent as to be unable to do so; and even 
in these cases the proper remedy is rather to reform the 
Court than to impose legislative rules. On questions of 





jurisdiction it is otherwise, and we think that all ques- 
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tions involving a change in the functions of the Court, 
or the authority of its judges or officers, should be de- 
fined by law, and not left to the Court to work out as it 
pleases. The original bill before us hardly fulfilled this 
condition, but the defect in this respect has been 
greatly, if not completely, removed by the alteration in 
question. 

The remaining alteration relates to the Home Circuit. 
The bill as brought in proposed to abolish it altogether, 
and in our former article we pointed out some of the 
most obvious objections to the proposal as made. These 
have been removed, no doubt, but in removing them the 
proposed abolition has practically disappeared. The pre- 
sent proposal, which is contained in the 26th and 27th 
sections of the amended bill, goes no further than to au- 
thorise the trial in London or Westminster of local ac- 
tions properly triable in any county on the Home 
Circuit, with an express saving of the right to send Com- 
missions of Assize or Nisi Prius into those counties ; 
and similarly to authorise the trial in the Central 
Criminal Court of all offenders triable in any such 
county, but without prejudice to the issue of Commis- 
sions of oyer and terminer and gaol delivery into those 
counties. 

The following is the provision introduced to meet our 
objection as to jurors* :— 

All persons liable to serve on grand, special, or common 
juries at the assizes held for any of the said counties of 

ertford, Essex, Kent, Sussex, or Surrey shall be liable to 
serve at any sittings to be held for the trial of cases to 
be tried in London or Middlesex in pursuance of this sec- 
tion, and such jurymen shall be summoned by the sheriffs 
of the said counties respectively in pursuance of any precept 
or precepts to be issued by any judge or judges authorised 
to hold the said sittings. 


Unless the actions brought under this Act are specially 
earmarked, and placed in lists by themselves, it seems to 
us that this enactment will introduce a considerable con- 
fusion into the practical working of the Nisi Prius 
Sittings in London and Middlesex, but possibly this evil 
may be avoided by apt “rules of court.” Considering, 
however, that the local actions tried under this section 
in London or Middlesex instead of on the Home Circuit 
will certainly be few in number, and most of them in all 
probability will be undefended ejectments, it scarcely 
seems worth while to have an elaborate machinery for 
summary powers to try them. 





BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETIES. 
No. I. 

It is now nearly thirty-five years since the passing of 
the 6 &7 Will. 4, c. 32, the principal Act governing Bene- 
fit Building Societies at the present time. These societies 
are now very numerous, and the transactions of some of 
them are carried on upon a very extended scale. Although 
they have existed in England for more than forty years, 
yet the exact operation of these societies was not clearly 
understood until a few years ago, and then the question 
was mooted whether they were benefit societies, or rather 
whether the benefits that accrued from them did not 
accrue to the officers and the depositors rather than to 
the members. Whether this be so or not it will be far 
easier to comprehend when we have set out, as we pro- 
pose to do concisely, the nature and privileges of building 
societies and the results of some of the more important of 
the cases decided in reference thereto. We cannot do 
more in the space at our disposal than mark the main 
heads of our subject. 

Benefit Building Societies are joint stock associations 
—not governed, however, by the Companies Act, 1862, 
except for the purposes of winding-up—having for their 
object to enable each member thereof to build a house 
upon a piece of ground already his own; or, ‘what is 
practically the same thing, to purchase a piece of ground 





* Supra p. 410. 





with a house already built upon it. They are based 
upon the fact that tenants often pay to landlords as rent 
a greater amount of money than the ordinary interest 
upon the purchase-money of the house, and that the 
difference between the interest and the rent if ac- 
cumulated at compound interest will in time pay off the 
purchase-money. Thus, if a man pays £30 a-year rent 
for a house worth £300, were he to borrow £300 and 
buy the house he would only pay say £15 a-year interest 
on the loan, and thus he would save £15 a-year. Now, 
£15 a-year accumulated at compound interest does not 
take a lifetime to roll up into £300, especially if that 
compound interest is monthly, and thus the money is 
turned over twelve times inthe year. Such being the theory 
let us now see how it has been put in practice by these 
societies. 

At the outset we come upon this fact, that building 
societies are of two kinds, terminating and permanent. 
The former is the older, and was once the only kind, but 
it is now almost entirely superseded by the latter. Our 
chief attention will be devoted to the latter, but we must 
first indicate the difference between the two. The 
operation of a terminating society cannot be better de- 
scribed than in the language of Lord Cranworth in Flem- 
ing v. Self (3 W. R. 89,3 De G. M. & G. 1013):— 


‘The principle is this, members subscribe monthly sums, 
which are accumulated till the fund is sufficient to givea 
stipulated sum to each member, and then the whole is 
divided amongst them. In the society now in question the 
sum to be raised for each member is £100. If this were all, 
it would be a very simple transaction—mere accumulation, 
and the only question would be how to invest the sums sub- 
scribed to the greatest advantage. But this is not all; one 
main object is to enable members to obtain their £100 by 
anticipation, on their allowing a large discount. For this 
purpose, when a sufficient sum is in thé hands of the 
treasurer, the members who desire to get their shares in ad- 
vance bid, by a sort of auction, the sum which they are 
ready to allow as discount, and the highest bidder obtains 
the advance. Thus, if at the end of a year thesum of £500 
is in the hands of the treasurer, arising from the monthly 
subscriptions, and the holder of ten shares is willing to allow 
a discount of fifty per cent. (no one offering more), the £500 
is or may be advanced to him, being £50 in satisfaction of 
each of his ten shares. For this accommodation he is bound 
to pay monthly, till a sum is raised sufficient to give £100 
per share to all the other members, not only the original 
monthly subscription, but also a further monthly sum called 
redemption money. If, after such an advance as 
I have supposed, no further advance were made, the natural 
course ofthe society would be that the members, other than 
the holder of the ten shares, would continue their monthly 
subscriptions, and the holder of the ten shares would con- 
tinue his monthly subscriptions and redemption money, till 
the fund thus raised should be sufficient to pay £100 per 
share to every member other than the holder of the ten 
satisfied shares. After the advance, the con- 
dition of every shareholder other than the holder of 
the ten advanced shares, is, that he is to contribute his 
monthly payments till they, together with the monthly 
payments and redemption money contributed by the owner 
of the advanced shares, are sufficient to realise, not £10,000, 
but £9,000, that is £100 for each share other than the ten 
shares of the advanced member whose shares will have 
been already satisfied by the £500. He loses his interest 
in the £500 advanced to the owner of the ten shares, but 
on the other hand the sum to be raised is only £9,000 in- 
stead of £10,000, and the monthly contribution is increased 
by the amount of the redemption money paid by the mem- 
ber who has received his ten shares in advance. Further 
advances are made from time to time as funds are accumu- 
lated, and as the members are inclined to give high discount 
in order to obtain payment of their shares by anticipation. 
The gain to the society arises mainly from the high rate of 
discount which members in want of money are ready to 
give ; in truth, the whole scheme is but an elaborate con- 
trivance for enabling persons having sums for which they 
have no immediate want to lend them to others at a very 
high rate of interest. In order to secure the due payment 
of the monthly subscription and redemption money by the 
members who have received their shares in advance, they 
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are obliged to give satisfactory real security to the trustees | 


of the society.” 

As soon as every member of the society has received 
his share, or an advance in lieu of his share, the scciety 
terminates or comes to an end. A simple calculation 
will show that the unadvanced members will, on the termi- 
nation of the society receive £100, although their pay- 
ments to the society will not much exceed £60, and thus 
they will receive a high rate of interest for their money. 

A permanent differs from a terminating society in 
that members can enter at any time in the one, but must 
all join at once in the other ; so a member can withdraw 
at any time from a permanent, but cannot from a ter- 
minating society until all his subscriptions are fully paid. 
As an illustration of a permanent society, we may take 
the Birkbeck. In this society the shares are fixed at £50. 
There is an entrance fee of 2s. 6d. and a monthly sub- 
scription of 6s. 6s. for the period of ten years. At the 
expiration of ten years the members will have paid 


£38 7s. 6d., and will be entitled to withdraw. On with- | 
If he | 


drawal the member will receive £50 and a bonus. 
continues a member he will receive interest at £5 per 
cent. on his £50. If a member withdraws before his 
subscriptions are fully paid up—which he can do after he 
has been a member for one yrcar—he will be entitled to 
receive back what he has paid, with interest. But the 


object of the society is not nominally for investment, but | 
to enable the members “to purchase or erect a dwelling- | 


house or houses, or other real or leasehold estate in any 
part of Great Britain.” 
will want to do before the expiration of the ten years, 


and, therefore, there are provisions for enabling them to | 


obtain advances from the society according to the 
amount of their shares. The terms upon which such 
advances are made we propose to discuss, but before 
doing 
c. 32, 


must be given. The Act of 6 


& 7 Will. 


4, after enacting that building societies may be formed 
of any number of persons to raise by monthly or | 


other subscriptions, which are not to exceed 20s. per 
month per share, shares not exceeding in value £150 
each, and to enable the members to receive out of the 


funds of the society the value of their shares to erect | 


or purchase dwelling-houses or other real or leasehold 


estate, the same to be mortgaged to the society until such | 
value as aforesaid has been repaid, proceeds to enact, | 


among other things, that the major part of the society 
may make rules not repugnant to the Act or the general 
laws of the land, and may inflict reasonable fines, penal- 
ties, and forfeitures upon members offending against 
such rales (section 1); that the society may take any 
bonus from any member on any share or shares for the 
privilege of receiving the same on advance (section 2) ; 
that forms of conveyance, mortgage, &c., are to be 
scheduled to the rules (section 3) ; that the provisions 
of 10 Geo. 4, c. 56,and 4 & 5 Will. 4, c¢. 40, applicable 
to a building society and the rules thereof are to be incor- 
porated in the Act (section 4); and thas a receipt endorsed 
ona mortgage deed by the trustees of a society shall 
vacate the mortgage, and vest the estate in the persons 
for the time being entitled to the equity of redemption 
(section 5). 

The rules of building societies are governed by 6 & 7 
Will. 4, c. 32, and by the 3rd, Sth, 7th, 8th, 9th, 10th and 
27th sections of 10 Geo, 4, ¢. 56, and the 4th and 7th 
sections of 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 40, which sections of the two 
last mentioned Acts are incorporated by reference into 
the first mentioned Act. When the rules are properly 
certified they acquire the power of legislative enactments 
(per Lord Romilly, M.B., in Handley v. Farmer, 29 Beav. 
369); but although the rules are binding on the members 
of a society, they they do not affect persona who are not 
members in their dealings with the society (Bottomley v. 
Fisher, 10 W. %. 669). The rules are to be made by a 
majority of the members, and must not be repugnant to 
the provisions of the Acts mentioned above, nor to the 
general laws of the realm; they must declare the intents 


This, it is assumed, members | 


so a brief synopsis of the effect of 6&7 Will. 4, | 


and purposes for which the society is established, ang 
the uses and purposes to which the society’s funds are 
to be applied, and under what circumstances any mem- 
ber or other person is to become entitled thereto; they 
must spevify the place of meeting and the powers and 
duties of the members at large, and of such committees 
or officers as may be appointed; they must also contain 
a provision how disputes between the society and its 
members are to be settled, whether by justices of the 
peace or by arbitrators, and if in the latter way, the 
method of appointing the arbitrators is laid down by the 
27th seetion of the Act of Geo. 4. When a set of rules. 
have been approved by a majority of the members of any 
society containing these requisite provisions, and any fur. 
ther ones necessary for the managementof the society, they 
have hitherto been required to be certified by the barris- 
| ter appointed for that purpose in England or Ireland, or 
by the Lord Advocate or his deputy in Scotland, and at 
his instance to be confirmed by the quarter sessions. The 
procedure for altering the rules is analogous. Until the 
rules have been certified they cannot be acted upon, and 
| do not bind the members, but when they have been cer- 
tified they bind the members from the date of the certifi- 
cate. The certificate of the barrister only proves that 
the requirements of the Acts of Parliament have been 
complied with, and does not conclude the question of 
the validity or invalidity of the rules. In other words, 
the certificate of the barrister cannot make an illegal 
rule legal. This was one of the points decided in Laing 
v. Reed (18 W. R. 76), where Lord Hatherley said, 
“Two points are raised—first, that the 18th rule is not 
ultra vires; second, that if there be a doubt on that sub- 
ject, the certificate of the barrister is competent to deter- 
| mine the legal question. As to this latter point it could 
not be contended that if a rule were clearly ultra vires 
the certificate would have any effect. The judgment of 
the barrister is probably restricted to details and confined 
to very narrow limits, and on this point it is not neces- 
sary to say more than that the certificate has no bearing 
on the case. The sole question then is whether this rule 
is ultra vires.” This decision seems to be at variance 
| with that of the majority of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench in Dewhurst v. Clarkson (2 W. R. 199). In 
| that case Lord Campbell, C.J., and Justices Cole- 
ridge and Wightman held that the rules when duly 
certified are binding upon the officers and members of a 
‘ society, and their validity cannot afterwards be ques- 
tioned. Mr. Justice Erle, however, differed from the 
rest of the Court and gave a separate judgment. He 
held that the certificate only fixes the time from which 
the rules are in force, and does not conclude a member 
| from disputing them. This is in conformity with the 
decision of Lord Hatherley in Laing vy. Reed. In the 
| event of the bill for the amendment of the laws relating 
| to friendly societies now before Parliament becoming 
| law, the rules of building societies will no longer require 
| certifying, the office of registrar of friendly societies will 
| be abolished, and the registration vf these societies will 
henceforth be conducted by the Board of Trade. When 
a building society is established under the 6 & 7 Will. 4, 
c. 32, it has the following among other advantages:— 
The rules may be legally enforced against the members, 
the trustees or treasurer may sue and be sued with re- 
spect to the property of the society in their own names, 
debts due by any officer are payable in priority to all other 
debts on his death or bankruptey, any sum not exceed- 
ing £20 which may be due te a member from the society 
may be paid upon his death without administration be- 
ing taken out to him. All securities given to a member 
are exempt from stamp duty, and no reconveyance of 
| property mortgaged to the society is necessary on repay- 
ment of the mortgage debt, for the 5th section of the 
| Building Societies Act enacts that a receipt endorsed on 
a mortgage, or further charge for all moneys intended to 
be thereby secured shall “vacate the same and vest the 
estate of and in the property comprised in such security 
} in the person or persons for the time being entitled to 
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the equity of redemption.” This section was commented 
upon by Lord Cairns in Pease v. Jachson (L. R. 3 Ch. 
App. 576, 17 W. R. 2). He observed that though 
obscure, it must mean one of two things—either 
“that if the mortgagor comes to the building society 
and pays off the mortgage money and “a_ receipt 
is endorsed stating that he, in one sense, certainly then 
owner of the equity of redemption has paid off the 
mortgage money thereupon without it being necessary 
for the trustee to give him, on that payment, a re-con- 
veyance of the property mortgaged, the property shall 
vest in him who pays off the mortgage money, and who 
is the owner of the equity of redemption ;” or “ that no 
matter who pays off the mortgage money the receipt en- 
dorsed is to divest the charge of the building society, and 
the legal estate in the mortgaged premises is to go at 
large to whichever of all the persons entitled in any 
shape or form to the equity of redemption as the best 
equity to call for the legal estate.”” In any case the Act, 
he said, did not mean, as the Master of the Rolls had 
held, that the receipt should vest the mortgaged pro- 
perty in her next equitable incumbrancers in point of 
time. 








REVIEWS. 


The Law of Building and Freehold Land Societies in England 
and Scotland, embracing Procedure on Formation, Rights and 
Liabilities of Members, Legal Status, and Compulsory and 
Voluntary Dissolution. With an Appendix of Statutes, Forms 
of Rules, and Precedents of English and Scotch Seeurities.— 
By Henry F, A. Davis. London: H. Sweet. 

It is rather a curious coincidence that since our articles 
on building societies (one of which appears in another 
column) were written we have received the above work on 
the same subject. Mr. Davis informs the reader in his 
preface that he has ‘‘ endeavoured throughout to confine 
himself almost exclusively to the consideration of the law, 
and has only referred to the business when it was necessary 
to do so, in order to gain a clearer apprehension of the rea- 
son for, and the operation of, this law.”” The work, how- 
ever, contains a great deal of practical information respect- 
ing the formation, registration, &c., of building societies, 
and in an appendix are given a form of rules for a permanent 
society, forms of securities, forms of proceedings before 
justices, and a print of the Acts of Parliament. The writer 
has gone into the subject with intelligent research. He 
censures, and certainly with justice, the confused state of 
the statutes by which the registration, &c., of these societies 
purports to be regulated, and does what is still more useful 
to the legal reader—viz., lays his finger upon the doubts. 
We think this book will be very useful to lawyers concerned 
in any manner for benefit building societies, their members, 
or parties affected by their operations. The decisions material 
to the subject have been industriously noted and cited, 
including such late cases as the appeal decision in Laing v. 
Reed (18 W. R. 76) and Williamson's case (18 W. R. 388). 
We cannot acquiesce in the conclusions arrived at by Mr. 
Davis in the course of his remarks on the case of Pease v. 
Jackson (17 W. R. 3). On this point it is worth bearing 
in mind that the case of Prosser v. Rice (28 Beav. 68) is 
virtually overruled by Lord Cairns’ decision. We do not 
think that the index of this work, though certainly full, is 
all that it might have been. The book, however, will, as 
we have said, be found really serviceable. 








COURTS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Loxp Justice Gurrarp. 
May 3.—Guest vy. Smythe. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Master of the 
Rolls (reported anée, 437, and 18 W. R. 617) setting aside 
& purchase by Mr, Wight, a solicitor, in a sale made in 
this foreclosure suit. Mr. Wight was not concerned in 


Guest v. Smythe, but was concerned for a Miss Gibbons in 
another suit which had boen instituted by creditors of the 
ryt gn (who was dead) for administration of tho estate 
of tho 


atter. 


After the sale, upon a summons issued the day before, he 
obtained leave, on behalf of his clients, to attend the pro- 
ceedings in Guest v. Smythe. Mr. Wight attended the sale 
in person, and announced his intention of bidding on his 
own account; he deposed that he had acquired no knowledge 
of the property by having been employed in the affairs of his 
clients, and did not know the reserved price which had been 
fixed in chambers. His name had, without his knowledge, 
been placed on the particulars as a reference for information. 
Under these circumstances, a summons was taken out in the 
Rolls Chambers to set aside the sale, on the ground that Mr. 
Wight was disqualified from purchasing the property. 
The Master of the Rolls set aside the sale, and ordered the 
property to be resold. From this decision Mr. Wight 
appealed. 

Jessel, Q.G., and Bagshawe were for the appellant ; 
Southgate, Q.C., and Simmonds in support of the order of 
the Master of the Rolls; Swanston, Q.C., and Bovill were 
for the plaintiff in Guest v. Smythe. 

The following cases were referred to :— White v. Wilson, 
(14 Ves. 151), Morice v. The Bishop of Durham (11 Ves. 57), 
Fergus v. Gore (1 Sch. & Lef. 107 —350), Gower’s case cited in 
Watson v. Birch (2 Ves. Jun. 51), Thornhill v. Thornhill 
(2 J. & W. 347), Lister v. Lister (6 Ves. 631), Ex parte 
Myles (6 Ves. 617), Campbell v. Walker (5 Ves. 678). 

GirFarD, L.J., said that it was important, on the one 
hand, that the rule of the Court which prevented persons 
interested in the property, or persons in a fiduciary pesition, 
from bidding at a sale should not be relaxed, but, on the 
other hand, it was important that sales under the direc- 
tion of the Court should not be impeached more easily than 
any other sales. The gencral rule was that neither the vendor 
nor any of the parties to the suit, nor, of course, their 
solicitors, could bid without the leave of the Court; and 
the rule extended to some other persons filling a fiduciary 
position. Ifthe present case fell within any of those rules 
he should not hesitate to affirm the decision appealed from. 
But to do so would be to carry the rule so far as often to 
preclude from bidding the very persons whose bidding 
would be most desirable. Mr. Wight was not the solicitor 
of any of the parties to the suit ; the particulars of sale were 
not prepared by him ; he was not consulted about them at 
all; they were prepared long before his name appeared upon 
them; he was not consulted about the reserved bidding, 
and he did not know what it was. His only connection 
with the suit was that the day before the sale his client, 
Miss Gibbons, took out a summons for leave to attend the 
proceedings. When the sale was held it was clear that his 
client might have bid, and if so, why might not 
he himself? At the sale the reserved bidding was 
passed, and there was not a tittle of evidence to show 
that the sale was improperly conducted, or that 
any person was prevented from bidding. The sale was 
afterwards confirmed, and Mr. Wight did not attend the 
proceedings before this, nor did his client. Could it be 
said that a person who had nothing to do with the con- 
duct of the sale in any way was precluded from bidding at 
it, and if the client were not, why should her solicitor be 
recluded, the application to set aside the sale being made 
y persons who had all the means of seeing that the sale 

was properly conducted ? That being so, the only question 
was as to the reference made to Mr. Wight upon the 
particulars of sale. Was it to be laid down that when it 
was stated that copies of the particulars could be obtained 
of certain solicitors whose names were mentioned, they not 
having been consulted as to the preparation of the particulars 
at all, and then one of those solicitors happened to bid at 
the sale, either for himself or for any one else, the sale must 
be set aside? That would be to strain the rule of the 
Court very far. It was not essential to the ends of 
justice, and would tend to depreciate sales by the Court 
very much. If there was not already some settled rule 
known to all the world that a person whose name was 
mentioned in that way in particulars of sale must be taken 
to have some interest in the sale, his Lordship thought 
there was no necessity for laying down such a rule. The 
order of the Master of the Rolls must be discharged, and 
Mr. Wight must have his costs at the Rolls out of the 
purchase-money, except the costs of some affidavits, which 
his Lordship pdb: There would be no costs of the 
appeal, 


Solicitors, Piel? ¢ Cos; Palmer, Baud, & Nettleship ; 





Coombe & Wainwright 
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Mast OF THE RoLis. 
May 2.—Re Braund (a Solicitor). ' 

This was a summons for taxation of Mr. Braund’s bill of | 
zosts, delivered to the trustees of the settled estates of the | 
late Earl of Harrington ; and an objection was taken by 
the solicitors attending the taxation on behalf of the tenant 
for life of the settled estates to the propriety of certain con- 
ferences, about thirteen in number, charged for in the bill, 
together with the corresponding number of attendances on 
counsel. It was originally alleged that the conferences in 
question were either not had, or if had, were had need- 
lessly ; and the Master of the Rolls when the matter was 
before him in March last expressed an opinion that the 
question was one which affected the honour of the profes- 
sion, and requested Mr. Morshead, the counsel with whom 
the conferences were had, to make a statement in writing 
for the information of the court, and adjourned the matter 
for that purpose. d 

The matter was in the paper to day, when 

Jessel, Q.C.(C. Hall with him), for the solicitors of the 
tenant for life, said, that having seen the statement of Mr. 
Morshead he was satisfied that the transaction was Jond fide 
and the conferences were properly had; and submitted to 
pay the charges therefor, except as to three conferences of 
which no mention was made in Mr. Morsbead’s statement, 
and the costs of the applicetion. 

Southgate, Q.C. (Cracknali with him), for Mr. Braund, 
said that these conferences had, like the rest, been had and 
paid for by his client, but he was willing nevertheless to 
accede to the offer. The matter was thus settled, and 

The Master OF THE Rouus expressed his pleasure at the 
affair having ended satisfactorily and to the credit of all 
the parties concerned. 

Solicitors, Braund, Gregory § Co. 





COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lrincoin’s-Inn Frexps. 
(Before the Curr JupGE.) 
April 29.—Re Sager. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 125, 126, rules 189, 291— Solicitor’s 
costs incidental to passing resolution and reyistration thereof. 

Mr. Ellerton, solicitor, applied under a petition for liqui- 
dation by arrangement or composition filed by the debtor 
pursuant to the provisions of the 125th and 126th sections of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, for an order upon the trustees 
that out of the monies received from the sale of the assets of 
the debtor they should pay the costs of and incidental to 
the passing of the resolution and of and incidental to the 
registration thereof. It appeared that at a meeting duly 
held for that purpose a resolution was passed for a liquida- 
tion by arrangement, and that the solicitor making the pre- 
sent application was entrusted with the registration, which 
was accordingly effected in due course. The trustees had 
realised the property of the debtor, but declined to pay the 
costs of the solicitor without an order of the Court. 

The Cuter Jupce at the outset intimated that the two 
things stood upon quite a different footing. ‘The solicitor 
had a right to require from the trustees payment of the costs 
prior to the passing of the resolution, and, when the liqui- 
dation was complete, he had the ordinary right to recover 
his further costs. 

Mr. Ellerton referred to the 189th and 291st of the new 
rules, and contended that. as the resolution had been duly 
registered, he was entitled to an order of the Court for pay- 
ment of the costs of registration. 

The Cuirry Jupce asked whether notice had been given 
to the trustees of the present application. 

Mr. Ellerton.—Yes; and the costs could not be taxed 
og the Court made an order for their payment under rule 

a. 

The Curery Jupoe, after some consideration, said that 
Mr. Ellerton might take an order for payment of his taxed 
costs. 

Application granted. 


May 2.—Re Cheeseman. 
Bankrupley Act, 1829, 41.125 & 126—Stay of adjudication 
-When refused. 

On the 9th April a petition for adjudication was served 
on the debtor at the instance of George Ball, and on the 
28th the debtor was adjudicated a bankrupt. On the 27th 
the debtor filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement or 





ition under the 125th and 126th sections of the 


com 
| Bankruptcy Act, 1869; and he now moved for a stay of 


theadjudication, orif it proceeded, that the registrar astrustee 
sheuld continue a suit in Chancery which he had instituted 
against a former partner, and from which it was alleged a 
sum of £8,500 was likely to be realised, the chief clerk 
having certified that sum as appearing to be due to the 
debtor. It was alleged, however, that the suit had been 
pending since the year 1865, and although various excep- 
tions had been taken to the chief clerk’s certificate, the 
debtor confidently hoped that a sufficient sum would be 
obtained in the suit te pay the whole of the creditors in full. 

Nicholson, in support of the motion. 

Reed, for the petitioning creditor in opposition. 

The CureFr Jupce.—There is no ground whatever for 
this motion, and no single fact has been suggested to cause 
me to believe that it will be for the benefit of the creditors, 
or even for the benefit of the bankrupt, that the matter 
should not proceed regularly. All he says is that he is a 

arty to a snit in the Court of Chancery, and that he will 

5 benefit from it. The bankruptcy must go on, and 

the present motion must be dismissed, with costs against the: 
rson moving. 

Solicitor for the debtor, W. S. Webster. 

Solicitor for the petitioning creditor, W. J. Scott. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Francis Saurru, Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court 
of Tasmania, has been appointed Chief Justice of that 
colony, in succession to Sir Valentine Fleming, who hag. 
retired after sixteen years’ service on the bench at Hobart 
Town. Sir Francis is the eldest son of the late Francis 
Smith, Esq., a London merchant, formerly of Lindfield, 
Sussex. He was born in 1819, and graduated B.A. at the 
University of London in 1840, having previously studied at 
University College. In May, 1842, he was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple, and soon afterwards proceeded 
to Hobart Town. In 1849 he was elected a member of the 
Legislative Assembly of Tasmania, and in the same year 
was appointed Solicitor-General for the colony. He became 
Attorney-General in 1854, when he was also nominated a 
member of the Executive Council. Becoming Premier in 
1857, he continued at the head of the Tasmanian ministry 
till 1860, when he was appointed a judge of the Supreme 
Court. Sir Francis Smith was knighted by patent in 1862, 


Mr. Cuartes ArtHur TurNeER, a puisne judge of the 
High Court of the North West Provinces, has been ap- 
pointed to officiate as Chief Justice at Allahabad, in the 
absence of Sir Walter Morgan, on sick leave in England. 
Mr. Turner was educated at Exeter College, Oxford, where 
he graduated M.A. in 1856; he was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in April, 1858, and for some years practised 
on the Western Circuit. In 1866, on the formation of the 
High Court of the North-West Provinces, he was nomi- 
nated a puisne judge, being the only barrister so appointed 
besides the Chief J ustice. 

Mr, Grorcze Rozsert Mossman, solicitor, of Bradford, 
Yorkshire, has been elected Clerk to the Justices of the East 
Morley division of the West Riding of Yorkshire, in the 
room of his father, the late Mr. G. R. Mossman, who had 
held the office for upwards of forty years. Mr. Mossman 
was certificated as a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1852, and 
is also Clerk to the Borough Justices of Bradford. For 
more than a year past he has virtually occupied the office of 
Clerk to the West Riding Justices, to which he has now 
been appointed, having acted in that capacity during his 
dece father’s illness. 


Mr. Witu1am Witpine, solicitor, of Montgomery, has 
been — Clerk to the Guardians of Forden Union. 
Mr. Wilding was certificated in Hilary Term, 1847, and wae 
Clerk to the late Incorporation for the Relief of the Poor 
for nearly seventeen years. He is a member of the Solici- 
tors’ Benevolent Association. 


Mr. Ropert Cuarman, solicitor, of Leyburn, Yorkshire, 
has been elected Clerk to the Leyburn Board of Guardians, 
in place of Mr. H. T. Robinson, his senior partner, who 
has resigned after serving in that capacity for the period of 
thirty-three years. Mr. Chapman was certificated in Easter 
Term, 1864, and is also deputy clerk of the county court 
under Mr. Robinson. 
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Mr. Henry Suersron Baker, barrister-at-law, has been 
inted her Majesty’s Lieutenant of Portland Castle, 
Weymouth, in succession to his uncle, the late Captain 
Manning. Portland is a royal manor. Mr. Baker was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in May, 1840. 


Mr. LLEweEtiyn Turner, solicitor,of Carnarvon, and mayor 
of that borough, has been appointed{Deputy Constable of 
Carnarvon Castle, vice Mr. J. Morgan. Mr. Turner was 
certificated in Easter Term, 1847. 


Mr, Wootnoven Gross, of Botesdale, Suffolk, has been ap~ 
inted a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
ents of deeds by married women in and for the counties 

of Suffolk and Norfolk. 


Mr. Cuantes J. Wixxinson, of the Calcutta bar, has 
been appointed by the Chief Justice of the High Court to 
be Official Trustee of Bengal, and also Receiver of the 
High Court of Calcutta, vice Mr. C. S. Hogg, deecased. 
Mr. Wilkinson was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in November, 1859, and has practised for some years at 
Calcutta ; he had acted for Mr. Hogg both as Administrator- 
General and Official Trustee, during his absence on leave, 
but the former appointment has been conferred on Mr. 
Broughton. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


E. C. has not sent his name and address. 





Reriy TO A CoMPLAINT. 


Sir,—With your permission I should like to make one or 
two remarks in answer to a letter which you published last 
week from “ A Solicitor.” 

In the first place your correspondent is aggrieved by what 
he calls “the iniquitous system,” under which he, as an 
attorney, is debarred from “ pleading in the superior courts,” 
Let me remind him that he has one very simple remedy in 
his own hands—to leave the branch of the profession 
which he has chosen and take the necessary steps to be 
admitted into that branch of the profession whieh has ex- 
clusive right of audience in Westminster Hall. He would 
in that case have frequent opportunities of checking “ the 
petulance and impatience of the bench’’ (under which he 
must now sit silent), by the exercise of that remarkable 
faculty for smart repartee which has been developed, it 
would seom, in the less dignified arena of a county court. 

But, in the second place, ‘‘ A Solicitor ’’ seems to be under 
the impression that if Baron Channell had been a county 
court judge ‘‘he would have been responsible in damages” 
ee a very legal phrase) for uttering what your correspon- 

ent considers “a most unwarrantable and damaging 

slander.” If he will refer to the leading case of Scott v. 
Stansfeld, 16 W. R. 911, L. R.3 Ex. 20 (June, 1868), he 
will find that no county court judge, any more than any 
other judge of any court of record, is answerable for any 
comments on the conduct of the attorneys in the court, no 
matter how false, malicious, or irrelevant his comments 
may be. 

Lastly, it does seem strange, ifthe plaintiff’s attorney was 
accused by the Court of ‘“ gross negligence” in omitting to 
do what he had been distinctly advised by two counsel it 
was not necessary for him to do, that neither counsel should 
have thought proper to exonerate the attorney there and then 
by stating the simple fact that he was acting under their 
advice, A BarRIsTER. 





Monday the 23rd inst., has been appointed by Mr. Baron 
Bramwell for hearing the Bristol Election Petition. Mr. Ser- 
jeant Ballantine has been retained for the petitioners. 


Mr. Charles Richard Copeman, solicitor, of Liverpool, has 
been elected solicitor to the ) reo Conservative Association, 
in the room of Mr. Weir Anderson, who has received an appoint- 
ment in Canada. Mr. Copeman, who took out his certificate as a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1858, is a member of the Liver- 
pool Law Society, and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


Mr. William Aloxander Mackinnon, formerly M.P. for Rye, who 
died at Broadstairs on the 30th of April, at the advanced age of 
eighty, was educated at Cambridge, and afterwards entered 
Lincoln’s Inn as a law student, but was never called to the bar. 
As a legislator, he was instrumental in abolishing burials in 
towns, in abating the smoke nuisance, causing the removal of 
Smithfield Market, and establing the rural police of 1855, &e. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

April 29.—The High Court of Justice Bill—The Lord 
Chancellor moved to go into committee en this bill, which 
had already been committed pro formd. Lord Westbury 
had then expressed great regret that no provision had been 
made for immediate arrangements which would enable the 
Court when constituted to assume all the functions and juris- 
dictions now possessed by a great variety of Courts, the object 
of the bill being to combine in one course of procedure, and 
under the jurisdiction of one Court, all those functions and 
jurisdictions, and to secure as much as possible uniformity 
of practice, the divisions of that Court being made 
simply for the convenience of business, and not for separate 
jurisdistions. The bill originally proposed that the duty of 
framing a code of procedure should be entrusted to the whole 
body of the Court, which would consist of twenty-three 
judges, and Lord Westbury feared that, considering their 
ordinary duties and the possible discrepancies of opinion 
which would exist, the object to be attained would be 
indefinitely postponed. He (the Lord Chancellor) did not 
see much force in this objection on the score of delay, but 
at the same time felt there was some ground for the appre- 
hension of considerable discrepancies of opinion amongst 
judges habituated to the old system. Moreover, they could 
not meet to deliberate until the Act itself came into effect 
in Michaelmas Term, 1871, though power was given to the 
Crown by an Order in Council to accelerate the operation of 
the Act. He had considered therefore that instead of 
entrusting this duty to the whole body of judges, and 
instead, as Lord Westbury had suggested, of referring it 
back to the Commission, the rules should be framed by a 
committee of the Privy Council, care being taken that there 
should always be upon it the Lord Chancellor and the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer for the time being; the former 
to supervise and consider the modifications which might be 
necessary in procedure; the latter to watch over the addi- 
tional expense, if any, which the regulations might involve. 
The committee might call to their assistance any other 
members of the Privy Council, thus affording a body fully 
competent for the duty, while many of them would have 
much more leisure than the judges. Moreover, they were 
to begin immediately on the passing of the Act, so that 
before its full operation the rules could be fully considered 
and settled. The success of last year in producing the 
Bankruptcy Rules led him to anticipate no difficulty on 
this point, and the entrusting to a Committee of Council 
the important duty of framing a code of procedure would 
set a valuable precedent with regard to amendments in our 
judicial proceedings, and in the law itself. Lerd Penzance 
had advised that the bill should definitely indicate the general 
course of procedure which the Legislature desired, so 
that there might be no intermixture or clashing between the 
Common Law, Equity, or Admiralty Courts, but one 
common course of procedure. One of the clauses now stated 
that the course of procedure in the Admiralty or Equity 
Courts, where they had exercised jurisdiction, should be 
part and parcel of the common law course of procedure, 
and that where any rule of common law conilicts with them 
the Equity and Admiralty rules shall prevail. The bill, as 
originally drawn, proposed the abolition of the Home 
Circuit, which was objected to by Lord Chelmsford and 
the Duke of Richmond. It was now proposed simply te 
give jurisdiction to the Courts at Westminster over 
all matters now triable on the Home Circuit, so 
that suitors would have their choice whether the proceed- 
ings are conducted at Westminster or not, and to vive an 
equal jurisdiction in criminal matters to the Central 
Criminal Court, such as it already possessed over 2 large 

rtion of the Home counties. This, however, was not to 
interfere with the issuing of such commissions of assize as 
might be thought proper in those counties. The matter 
would thus be practically tested, and he believed that as 
to the civil business, at least, there would be a very general 
desire to transfer it to the metropolis. A commission of 
gaol delivery must, no doubt, be held for disposing of 
criminal cases, especially in Sussex. These were the 
changes made in the bill in matters of principle. With 
pean. the second bill, very general dissatisfaction was 
expressed on the second reading with the part of it dealing 
with the appellate jurisdiction of this House. He had, 
therefore, ouch not altegether sharing in those objec- 
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tions, thought it right to omit that portion of it, seeing 
that it had not the authority of the Commission, who were 
not authorised to deal with that question. With regard 
to the objection that by the operation of the two bills 
three or four appeals would be allowed where at present 
there were only two, the intention was that there 
should be an expeditious appeal from the decision of one 
judge to three or more judges on interlocutory matters, 
injunctions being often of importance to the parties, 
although not affecting the final settlement ofthe cause. The 
object was that this appeal should be confined to interlocu- 
tory matters, while appeals deciding the merits of the 
cause would be carried only to the High Court of Appeal, 
just as they were now carried to the High Court of Appeal in 
Chancery and the Court of Exchequer Chamber. No 
further interlocutory appeal would be allowed, so that appeals 
would not be multiplied, but would in several respects be 
diminished.—Lord Romilly thought a little more time 
should have been allowed before going into committee. 
His own objections to the original bill had been almost all 
met, but he had many suggestions to make on the amend- 
ed bill, for which there would be scarcely time. The 
framing of rules of procedure to fuse law and equity would 
require much time and care. He would give a simple 
illustration arising from the peculiar difference between 
the legal estate and the equitable estate. The owner of 
an estate for life without impeachment of waste might act 
exactly as if he were the owner in fee-simple, and might 
cut down timber, open mines, &c. Not unfrequently such 
aman cut down all the ornamental timber, destroyed the 
hothouses, and tore away the lead from the house. An ac- 
tion was brought against him in one of the Common Law 
Courts, but the Court held, as has been done from the time 
of Lord Coke, that he could do what he pleased, and could 
not be made liable for waste. The suitor was told that he 
had made a mistake and must go to the Court of Chancery, 
where he immediately obtained an injunction, on the prin- 
ciple that the man was making an inequitable use of a legal 
ight. Now, in laying down one course of procedure would 
they alter the law with respect to impeachment of waste, 
or would they say that whether an action was brought or 
a billis fled it should be dealt with in the same manner ? 
It would surely be necessary to define exactly what an 
estate for life without impeachment of waste consists in, for 
at present by common law a man might do any kind of 
destruction, while equity held that he could not make use 
of a legal right to do an injustice to his children or 
successors. They would never get a perfect union of law 
and equity unless they made a code of laws altering the 
character of the laws now existing. They were now 
making a prodigious alteration in English law, with which 
many persons would be shocked, and the fusion of law and 
equity would require great care and time.—Lord Cairns, 
speaking as a member cf the Judicature Commission, 
said the proposed change was indeed prodigious. Year after 
year during the greater part of the present century we had 
made various attempts at improving our system of law and 
judicature, but almost all of them were small, imperfect and 
fragmentary; and, although great improvements had been 
made, even in.that manner, the reason why our law was 
open to the reproaches cast upon it was that none of those 
measures were conceived in a large and generous spirit, or 
went to the root of the real evils in our system of judicature. 
If we only added another to the many fragmentary measures 
passed, we should but bring disgrace on the Legislature, 
while, if we accomplished the aim of the Commission, and 
once for all settled our system of judicature on a broad, 
intelligible and practicable basis, we should obtain a 
degree of credit as great as ever attended on any measure 
passed by Parliament. The main object of the measures, 
like that of the Commission, was to put an end to the in- 
convenient and irrational distinction between law and 
equity which had crept into our system; but he could not 
discover in the bills any machinery by which this was accom- 
plished. Beyond the definition of the offices of the 
jadges and their officers and salaries, everything, with 
perhaps the exception of two or three general sentences 
introduced into the amended bill, was relegated to a 
body outside Parliament, originally the judges and now a 
Committee of the Privy Council. Now, the distinction be- 
tween law and equity was not so much a matter of principle 
as of form and procedure. Why was it that a barrister or a 
solicitor accustomed to the courts of equity, if he passed to 
the other side of Westminster Hall into one of the common 





law courts was as ignorant of its forms and procedure ag if 
he were in the court of a foreign country? 1t was not that 
law and equity were, with rare exceptions, acting on dif. 
ferent principles. The laws of evidence were the same ; 0, 

too, were the laws of the construction of written instruments 
and the modes of dealing with Acts of Parliament; but 
from the beginning to the end the forms and technical de. 
tails were essentially different. It was to this subject that, 
in the first instance, attention had been directed. In the 
Court of Chancery, the three common law courts, the Courts 
of Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty, the proceedingsall began 
by a different writ issued from a different office, so that, 
before any person who had a complaint could make it the 
subject of a civil proceeding, he must be advised, and pay 
for that advice, as to what court to apply to fora writ. The 
Commission thought it the right of every subject to say that 
there should be one writ applicable to every kind of civil 
inquiry issuing from one office, so that, without any technical 
advice as to where the action should be brought he might 
get a writ without any fear of mistake. Now, there was no 
provision in the bill on that subject, and he doubted whether 
by means of rules they could deal with the whole complicated 
system of writs and offices, and substitute one writ applic- 
able to all civil cases. Theo Commission next found that 
each court had a different form of procedure as regards the 
mode of putting the complaint on the record and the 
manner of answering it, and they recommended that there 
should be one uniform system of pleading, describing the 
form which it should take, Here again the bill was silent, 
leaving it to some other body, which might or might not do 
it, and transferring to other shoulders the responsibility of 
Parliament. He had objected to the plan adopted as to the 
Bankruptcy Rules, but that case afforded no precedent for 
a measure proposing to alter the whole system of judicature 
which had prevailed for centuries, and demanding, if ever a 
measure did, the attention of the Legislature. When the 
Common Law Procedure Act was passed, it was not left to 
the judges or to a committee of council to modify the pro- 
cedure, but the measure was prepared on the responsibility 
of the Government, in pursuance of the report of a 
commission. All its provisions appeared on the face 
of the bill, and if any rules had to be made 
subsequently, they were merely as to forms of writ, 
and mere details, Again, in 1852, when great changes 
were made in the procedure of the Court of Chancery, in 
pursuance of a commission, those changes were discussed 
and settled by Parliament. There were strong reasons 
against the original proposal that the rules should be passed 
by the judges ; and if, as now proposed, the task was to be 
entrusted to a Committee of the Privy Council, there was 
no guarantee that a work of such magnitude would be pro- 
perly performed. Turning to another point, nobody in 
framing a general system of judicature would think of es- 
tablishing separate courts with separate names, implying 
different jurisdictions and procedures ; and had the commission 
been able to make a tabula rasa they would have recom- 
mended one supreme court to transact asa whole, or in divi- 
sions, the whole business of the country. There being, how- 
ever, from twenty to thirty judges of the superior courts, all 
of them appointed by letters patent judges of specific 
courts, and entitled to salaries amounting to £100,000 or 
£150,000 a year, it had been thought that were these eourts 
annihilated they might naturally urge that their offices 
were gone, and that they had not been consulted as to ac- 
cepting positions as judges of a court altogether different. 
Although therefore, the desire was that as the consummation 
of the measure there should be but one eourt and one name, 
it had been thought that, by way of transition, the present 
names might be preserved as names for the divisions of the 
one court. Rely upon it, that as long as they preserved 
the names of Chancery, Queen’s Bench, and so forth, the 
measure would be imperfect, for there would linger about the 
courts traditions of the old system which would not ge ey 
until the time arrived for giving up the names. He found, 
however, in the bill no trace of the Legislature setting its 
mark on those names as destined to come to an end. He 
agreed that they should be preserved until the present 
judges passed away, or until their assent was obtained to 
the change of the title; but there should be a distinct state- 
ment that they were to cease, and as soon as possible the 
court should by an order in council asssume its definite 

title. With regard to the recommendation made by the 
commissioners for abolishing the Home Circuit and estab- 
lishing a central Nisi Prius Court, it was clearly prema- 
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ture to carry out the abolition of the Home Circuit and to 
create this Visi Privs Court in London, until they were in a 
position to effect what was necessary as to the whole jury 
system and the alterations in the other circuits. With 
regard to the second Dill, this separation of the Appellate 
Court from the Supreme or High Court, was quite at 


They had wished to put an end to the multiplying of courts, 
and to create one Supreme Court, the appellate division 
being part of it, and having relegated to it the duty of re- 
hearing cases. That would surely be better than a separate 
court, for when courts were separated there ensued a kind 
of estrangement between the primary and appellate court, 
the latter feeling itself more fettered and the former feeling 
itself more independent than would otherwise be the case. 
The bill provided also that the appellate court should have 
no original jurisdiction, and should not hear or rehear any 
evidence. ‘That, again, ran contrary to the recommenda- 
tion, and if they constituted the court on that principle they 
might shut up all the appeals in chancery. Had it not 
during the last twenty years been necessary in one half 
the cases of injunctions—owing, perhaps, to the haste 
with which the original procecdings were conducted— 
to have some new evidence to supply something that was 
lacking? All he had said as to the rules of procedure 
applied equally to the second bill, for it contained no pro- 
visions on that subject, and of many of the commissioners’ 
recommendations no notice was taken. If the report of the 
commission was satisfactory they had a right to expect 
from the Government a measure giving full effect to it. If, 
on the other hand, the report of the commission was not 
satisfactory, then that was a reason for the appointment of 
another commission, which should make changes not in 
form but in substance. But he hoped the Lord Chancellor 
would withdraw these bills, and re-introduce them in this 
or a subsequent session, with a complete code of procedure 
upon the face of the bills themselves, so as to carry into 
effect the main object which was contemplated in the report 
of the commission.—Lord Westbury said the bills contained 
one of the most magnificent schemes of law reform produced 
in his time, but difficult in proportion to its grandeur. The 
bills could not be accepted in their present imperfect state. 
They were asked to legislate in perfect ignorance as to what 
courts, &c., they were establishing. Whether the High 
Court was to be wholly a court of first instance, disposing 
of original business merely, or simply a court of re-hearing, 
and in that capacity to control the divisional courts, no man 
could tell until the rules and orders were drawn up. Was 
it possible to legislate in that state of ignorance? Instead 
of making the institution known, and framing it by the 
help of their legislative wisdom, they were asked merely to 
give it a name, and then entrust to others the duty of assign- 
ing to it the whole of the business it is to transact, and the 
whole extent of its jurisdiction. They were asked to dele- 
gate that which it was their duty to know and decide to 
another body whose determination upon the matters re- 
ferred to them could never be effectually revised or con- 
trolled by them. It was true that the rules of the court might 
be laid before Parliament, but it was utterly impossible then 
to discuss or enter into the consideration of them. They 
might move an address to the Crown for the rejection of 
these rules, but they could not exercise any power of 
control or of personal supervision in respect of them. 
He took section 16 as an instance of the extra- 
ordinary duties thus committed to another body. The 
selection of the business to be heard before the High 
Court, the transfer of business from one divisional court to 
another, the constitution of courts consisting of a less num- 
ber of judges than was required for a divisional court, and the 
appropriation of the business to be transacted by such courts 
—all this was to be done by the Committee of Council. And, 
after detailing the duties the committee was to perform, the 
enumeration was wound up by these most sweeping words 
—that the Committee of Privy Council shall determine “ all 
matters incidental to or eonnected with the administration 
of justice.” If a matter of this importance was to be handed 
over to a small committee of the Privy Council, and not to 
be submitted to Parliament, why should not any other ques- 
tion be committed to the same tribunal, to be moulded 
according to their pleasure? He hoped the Lord Chancellor 
would take time to prepare and submit to the House 
not a mere outline, but a complete picture, filled up 
with all the details of pleading, procedure, and general ad- 
ministration which he intended to substitute for those now 
existing. The present practice had come down to us from 











the very earliest times ; the courts had gone on administer- 
ing justice in a manner with which the people were fami- 
liar; and now they were asked to alter this system in some 
unknown way, which would not be submitted to the 
judgment of Parliament. The object was to pull down 
the wall of partition between the Courts of Law and 


variance with the recommendations of the commission. | and Equity, but all proposed by this bill was to declare 


that the jurisdiction exercised by the Court of Chancery 
should be modified by the common law to the extent to 
which it differel from it Now, there were numbers of re- 
lations known to the equity which were ignored by the 
common law court. The relations, for instance, of trustee 
and cestui que trusts and between husband and wife as sepa- 
rate persons. Much more effectual legislation than this 
would be required to accomplish the object they had in view, 
that a suitor should not be driven from one court to another. 
—Lord Penzance said that to carry out a change of this 
character, dealing with all the superior courts of the king- 
dom and their various modes of procedure down to the 
most minute details, could not be otherwise than a most gi- 
gantic task. The whole of Isord Westbury’s objections 
resolved themselves into this, that the bill ought before 
being laid before Parliament to contain not merely the 
skeleton or main features of the scheme proposed, but 
ought to convey on the face of it the entire details of the 
new system which was to be substituted for the old. He 
himself believed that if they attempted to place on the face 
of the bill, not only the proposals for the new structure of 
the court and the new arrangement of its jurisdiction, but 
all the details with respect to the procedure by 
which each division of this great court should work 
out the ends of justice, that task would be found too 
cumbrous to be effectually carried out within a reason- 
able time; but that when it had been so worked out 
it would be found to have all the evils of the old system, 
which consist in the strictness and binding nature of the 
mode in which details in our courts have hitherto been 
stereotyped. Whoever supported a change of this character 
ought to go as far as, having removed the existing jurisdic- 
tion, to indicate plainly the courts which were t) take up 
the work, and the scheme of the bill was of that character. 
It proposed to establish one supreme court with the whole 
of the jurisdiction exercised by the existing courts: it de- 
fined the number of judges and the number of divisions, 
and then it dealt, as a matter of detail to be worked out by 
some external body, with the making of rules whic: would 
settle all the details. He doubted whether, if all the dctails 
referred to were mentioned on the face of the bill, it would 
be capable of being passed into an Act of Parliament. 
With reference to equity and common law he maintained, 
however, that there was at the bottom of the course of 
procedure in the courts of equity and the common law 
courts an essential difference which no form could alter. 
Those who were engaged in the equity courts were employed 
in arguing before a judge ; those who were engaged in the 
courts of law for the most part had to plead before a jury, 
and to examine and cross-examine witnesses. There were 
some gentlemen in the profession who had great aptitude 
for the one and not fer the other of those functiors. So 
long as witnesses continued to be examined in open court 
there would be a class of advocates who would devote them- 
selves to a class of business in which experience had made 
them expert. Whatever alteration, therefore, might be 
made in procedure, the result would remain, that two classes 
of advocates would be required. The bill provided that all 
the offices connected with the issue of writs should be handed 
over to the High Court, while it was provided by another 
section that all proceedings should be instituted in that 
court, All, therefore, that Lord Westbury desired was in 
reality done by the bill, his objection, in truth, being that 
it was not done on the face of it, but was left to be done by 
means of rules and orders. Now, so long as the substance 
and subject-matter of cases remained different, so long would 
one form of procedure be proper for one form of case, and a 
different form for another. It was by no means desirable 
to have one uniform procedure which might be fit or unfit 
for particular cases. He approved, in conclusion, of leaving 
the details of the arrangement of business to be worked out 
by some external body, whether that body were the judges or 
the Committee of Council.—The Lord Chancellor could not 
promise to introduce into the bill all the rules and regula- 
tions by which the High Court was to be regulated, because 
he did not believe that any could be introduced into the bill 
which would be useful or effective. As to the names of the 
courts, he agreed in the advisability of removing as early as 
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possible all prejudices which might cling to those names, and } 
tend to mislead the public and practitioners. There was 
therefore a clause in the bill providing that the new divi- 
sions should be designated by their present names or by 
such others as her Majesty in Council might thereafter ap- 
point. He did not think it necessary or decorous to say 
that her Majesty should make the change, but he did deem 
it desirable to intimate an expectation on the part of Parlia- 
ment that these designations would be altered as soon as 
might be convenient. He believed the reform might be 
effected this session without difficulty, and should greatly 
regret its being postponed for another year in con- 
sequence of a question being raised as to whether 
the cede of procedure should form part of the Dill | 
itself. The bill was not a mere skeleton bill, it defined all 
that the Court had todo. Lord Westbury had very truly 
said that one great grievance that suitors had suffered from 
was that when people had been brought up to a particular 
system of procedure, they were unable to emancipate them- 
selves from its cramped rules. Now they were anxious that, 
as far as possible, all forms of procedure should be similar ; 
but they had provided against the inconvenience of their 
becoming stereotyped. The authority which framed the 
rules in the first instance might from time to time alter them 
as the exigency of the moment should require, laying them 
before Parliament in each case, so that the Legislature 
might step in and arrest the course of anything 
which might tend rather to produce mischief than benefit. 
In this way they hoped to secure a perfeet code which could 
not be departed from except through the medium of the 
like machinery. As to the Home Circuit all that was 
proposed now was permissive power to suitors to get their 
eases tried in London instead of on the Home Circuit. An 
enormous amount of business was now thrown on the last 
town of the Home Circuit through London suitors resorting 
to it in the hope of obtaining a more speedy trial than 
could be obtained in London through faults which this bill 
proposed to cure. It had been remarked that the line of 
procedure was not sufficiently indicated to those who had 
the framing of the rules. That'was a very proper point 
for those who had charge of the bill to reconsider; but 
he could not hold out any hope of introducing the 
suggestions required into the bill. His Lordship then pro- 
posed tkat the House should go into committee on clause 3 
(constituting the new courts) and then report progress.— 
Lord Cairns understood that the judges desired an oppor- 
tunity of considering the alteration proposed to be made in 
the bill.—Ultimately the Lord Chancellor agreed to a post- 
ponement of the committe to allow time for a communication 
with the judges. 

May 2.—The Marriage with a Deceased Wife's Sister Bill 
was read a first time. 

Magisterial Qualification.—A Dill by the Earl of Albe- 
we to abolish the landed qualification, was read a first 
ime, 





| till then, were we called upon to demand redress. 


May 3.—The Bankruptey Law Amendment (Ireland) Biil | 
was read a second time. | 

The County Courts Buildings Bill passed through com- 
mittee. , 

Abolition of Sequestrations for Debt.—A bill by the Bishop 
of Winchester, to abolish sequestrations for debt, and to pro- 
vide a more effectual mode of securing the payment of the 
debts of beneficed clergymen, was read a first time. 


May 5.—The Medical Act (1868) Amendment Bill was 
read a second time. 

The County Court Buildings Bill.—The report of amend- 
ments was agreed to. 

Sule of Land in Ireland.—Lord Dunsany called atten- 
tion to a case mentioned in the newspapers, in which he 
said that the decision of the Encumbered Estates Court 
had been practically overruled by “Rory of the Hills.” 
Might not much hardship result from the forced sale of 
property in certain parts of Ireland, when a fair price 
could not be got. Ought there not to be some legislation 
in this matter, and ought not sales in the Encumbered 
Estates Court to be suspended for a time ?—Lord Duf- 
ferin said the case alluded to had been entirely misrepre- 
sented. As toa suspensory Act, it would place in a very 
unfortunate position persons who, being mortgagees of 
property, would be unable to réceive either principal or 
interest. There was no reason whatever for placing those 
persons who might in the future be in the habit of pur- 
chasing in the Landed Estates Court in a different position 
from those who had already purchased in that court. 





Irish Records.—Lord Talbot de Malahide asked the Master 
of the Rolls—to whom the country was much indebted for hig 


; exertions in arranging, classifying, and rendering accessible 


to the public the valuable records of the kingdom,—whether 
—there being unfortunately great gaps in the Irish collection, 
particularly in the earlier periods, whereas in England an 
enormous collection of the most valuable records connected 
with Ireland had been accumulated, running back to the 
time of Henry II.—if the originals could not be parted with, 
could not copies be made and deposited in the Irish Office. — 
Lord Romilly said nothing would be more easy than to have 
full and complete copies of all the Irish records made and 
sent to Ireland, but the expense would be very considerable. 
Copies of the documents would not be of very much value, 
unless accompanied by a chronological catalogue and resume. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


April 29.—The Convict Spinosa.—Sir G. Jenkinson called 
attention to the Home Secretary’s commutation of the sen- 
tence in this case. He objected to the Home Secretary sit- 
ting ex officio as a court of appeal.—Mr. R. Fowler said the 
whole subject should be left in the hands of the Home 
Secretary, the House not being the proper place for discus- 
sing the guilt of a murderer.—Mr. ©. Gilpin drew the 
inference that capital punishment ought to be abolished.— 
The Home Secretary said he never overruled the decision 
of a judge without the fullest approbation on the part of the 
judge himself. The petitions with which he was beseiged 
were only sent to the judge if on close serutiny they dis- 
closed substantial reasons. Attempts were often made to 
induee him to interfere in cases where evidence had been 
kept back. ‘To such cases he paid no attention. But in 
the prerent case, the prisoner being poor and ignorant and 
incapable of properly defending himself, evidence was after- 
wards adduced that he was subject to a dangerous halluci- 
nation, evidence of which the judge (Mellor, J.) said that 
had it been before the jury they would probably have de- 
cided differently. 

The Tornado Case.—Mr. Bentinck called attention to this 
case,—The Attorney-General said the general principle ap- 
plicable to cases of this kind was that we had a right to 
interfere and demand redress from a foreign Government if 
we were really satisfied that some British subjects had 
suffered a wrong for which that Government was responsible, 
and had failed to obtain redress. But we could not pre- 
seribe to foreign countries what exactly ought to be the 
procedure of their tribunals, and how those tribunals 
ought to be constructed. Neither could we measure 
the precise time within which their proceedings should be 
taken and concluded. If we were satisfied that, on 
the whole, there had been a failure of justice, that 
the party alleging the grievance had not been heard, 
and that what ought to be the essential rules of 
justice in all countries had not been observed, then, 7% not 

t ap- 
peared that beyond doubt the Zornado was a privateer or 
engaged in a contraband adventure. The question 
was whether there was before the Spanish tribunals 
evidence on which they could decide that this 
vessel was a fair prize. He thought there was such 
evidence. Consequently the ground failed because we 
had not merits. He was of opinion, however, that there 
was cause of complaint arising from delay and also from the 
ill-treatment of the crew. ‘The parties had a right to be 
heard, but they declined upon the advice of their counsel, 
doubtless given because counsel knew there was no answer 
on the merits of the case. As to the rules of procedure with 
respect to international remonstrances, before a complaint 
could be made to a Government about the failure of its tri- 
bunals it must be shown that the subjects of the complain- 
ing Government had resorted to those tribunals, and had 
failed on account of the manifest disregard of some principle 
of justice. No such case had been made out in this instance, 
because after being warned that if they did not ‘a i 
judgment would be given against them, the parties deliber- 
ately declined to appear, preferring, he took it, to have a 
grievance rather than to state their case. 


May 2.—The Jrish Land Bill. Committee. Clause 3 re- 
Pie: Soa Synan moved, but did not press, an amendment 
substituting sixty-one for thirty-one years as the length of 
lease exonerating landlords from payment of damages for 
eviction,—Dr. Ball proposed twenty-one years, but the 
alteration was rejected by a majority of 290 to 209.—Sir 
H. Selwin-Ibbetson and Mr. G. Gregory proposed leases 















for lives, and for shorter periods than thirty-one years, if 
sanctioned by the Court, but the Government objecting the 
proposals were not pressed.—Mr. S. Ayrton proposed to 
except all existing yearly tenancies—Mr. Jessel said the 
clause did not deal with a ‘fundamental, but only with an 
incidental, right of property, and such rights were” being 
continually interfered with by Parliament. For instance, 
the extension of the county franchise depreciated the va!ue 
formerly attaching to small plots of freehold property, 
which, when offered for sale, were usually recommended 
on the ground that they conferred a county vote. The 
unrestricted right to evict was an incidental right of pro- 
perty, and the clause proposed to check capricious eviction 
by putting a fine upon it. Restrictions upon alienation 
were common in the old English law. The amendment 
really struck at the whole principle of the bill.—The pro- 
posal was not pressed, but Mr. C. Fortescue consented to a 
limitation of the existing tenancies to be affected to £100 
rateable value and under.—Sir J. Gray moved an amend- 
ment to enable landlords to evade the bill by registering 
their lands under a permissive tenant right.—Debate ad- 
journed. 

Conventual and Monastic Institutions. Adjourned de- 
bate.—After a discussion, the order for the committee ob- 
tained by Mr. Newdegate was discharged (majority 270 to 
160).—Mr. Gladstone then carried, by a majority of 348 to 
57, a motion for a select committee to inquire into the state 
of the law relating to monastic institutions and the terms 
on which they hold their property.—A proposal being 
made to include Anglican establishments, Mr. Gladstone 


replied that the inquiry already included all convents and | 


monasteries, in whatever community. 


May 3.—Benefit Building Societies —A bill by Mr. Gour- 
ley was read a first time. 

The <Aétorneys and Solicitors Remuneration Bill passed 
through committee. 


May 4.—The Women’s Disabilities Bill.—Mr. Jacob 
Bright moved the second reading. He said that if the bill 
fassed into law, women being , Ai Bs he paying rates, 
and having their names in the rate-book, would have votes 
in the election of members of Parliament for boroughs, and 
would also have votes for county members, if they were 
holders of houses in counties rated at £12 and upwards, or 
if they possessed any description of property now entitling 
men to vote for counties. ‘The largest proportion of women 
among the municipal voters was Bath, where there was one 
woman te 3:8 men on the burgess-roll. The smallest pro- 
portion was in Walsall, where there was one woman to 22:9 
men. In Bristol the proportion was one female to seven ; 
in Manchester one to six ; in Newcastle one to eight; and 
in York one to seven. The number of persons he now pro- 
posed to admit to the franchise was so small that there could 
be no apprehension but that the male sex would still be 
predominant. He advocated the claim on the ground of 
public justice. Something like an answer would be 
Iven to it if it could be shown that women did not 
ear some of the burdens borue by men ; but such was not 
the fact. It would be said that women did not take a part 
in defending the country ; and he replied that men were 
not bound to defend their country. The business of defence 
was voluntary with the men, and the women contributed 
to the — Exchequer some portion of the money which 
enabled the State to maintain men for its defence. More- 
over, some women had performed services in the hospital, 
almost as necessary as those rendered in the camp, and 
women would ever be found ready for that kind of service. 
Great anxiety had always been shown by the men to possess 
the franchise, because they felt that they ought to have 
acontrol over the expenditure of the revenue which was 
raised by the taxes they were called on to pay, be- 
cause the laws passed by Parliament affected the 
whole of the people, and because exclusion from the 
franchise was like a mark of moral inferiority. Was 
there any reason which men urged for possessing the 
. franchise which did not apply with equal or greater force 
to the case of women? The married woman in this country 
Was, according to the law, in the position of a negro im the 
Southern States of America before the Civil War. She had 
not the control of any portion of her property, nor the 
possesion of one farthing of her earnings. Her husband, 

owever unintelligent and worthless, had the absolute 
control of her and her money. What was the position of 
* woman who lost her husband? If he died intestate the 
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law protected her, and gave her a certain portion of the in- 
come of his property. If he did not die intestate she was 
left to his justice and mercy. He did not deny that the 
wajority of women were treated with fairness in that re- 
spect, but many cases might be cited of the contrary. He 
merely pointed to these inequalities, and reminded the 
House that they had been made by a section of the com- 
munity, because the other section was entirely without in- 
fluence. It required ten times the prevocation a man re- 
quired before a woman could obtain a divorce. A woman 
had no control over her children after they were seven 
years of age. The husband might take them from her. 
In April, 1866, Mr. Disraeli said : ‘I have always been of 
opinion that if there is to be universal suffrage women 
have as much right to a vote as men. A woman having 
property ought te have a vote in a county in which she may 
have manorial courts, and sometimes act as a church- 
warden.” He had a claim on the Liberal party. He asked 
not for liberality but justice. He did not believe the 
change would affect us in the balance of parties. Why, 
having given women municipal votes should they deny 
them tlie Parliamentary franchise ? There was a very general 
movement in favour of the bill throughout the three king- 
doms; witness the petitions presented in its favour.—Colonel 
Sykes, in supporting the bill, was not disposed to indulge 
in any sentimentalities with regard to women. The ques- 
tion was a practical one of preperty qualification. Women 
were just as capable of exercising the franchise as men, and 
had an equal right to it—Mr. Scourfield queried whether 
the women of England wished for this privilege. He had 
endeavoured to collect some evidence on this point in an 
independent way. He had asked. the question of many 
women, and the almost invariable answer he had received 
was that they would rather not have this privilege, as it 
was called, conferred upon them. They all knew how peti- 
tions were got up. The vocation of woman was a high one; 
nurtured under totally different circumstances from men, 
they made life endurable. At present their influence was 
most effective for good, but if they went into the same line 
of business as men there would be nothing to desire but the 
speedy consummation of Dr. Cumming’s prophecy.—Mr. 
W. Fowler had shown he was not wanting in sympathy with 
women by the steps he had taken to amend laws which did 
them grevious injustice, but he was not prepared to require 
them to partake in the strife of political life. He did not 
deem it a disability that women had no power te vote; it 
was rather a privilege to be free from the obligation. 
Women could influence their husbands and brethers in 
political matters; indeed, their influence in this way was 
great already. And where was this question to stop? 
If women were endowed with the right to vote there 
was no reason why they should not be elected to 
sit in Parliament. And if single women were to have 
votes, why not married women also?— Sir C. Dilke 
said the opprsition to the bill was really founded 
on a beliet in the incapacity of women; but if a 
woman could be queen, could not she vote >—Mr. Beresford 
Hope observed that it was not fair to argue that because no 
petitions had been presented by women against this bill, 
that all women were, therefore, in favour of a measure of 
this kind, because to most women the very act of petition- 
ing or engaging in any public matter of that kind was 
objectionable. If unmarried women were entitled to the 
franchise on account of the property which they possessed, 
it should equally follow that married women who held pro- 
perty to their own separate use were entitled to vote, And 
yet the supporters of this bill were not sufficiently consis- 
tent to extend the principle of the measure to that extent. 
If men’s political privileges were shared by women, it 
should also follow that men’s political burdens should be 
shared by them, and he would ask how the advocates of 
this measure would like to make women liable to serve on 
juries such as those which were accustomed to deal with 
the matters which came before Lord Penzance's Court for 
decision? It had been asked whether there was any 
reason why voting should be contined to those who wore 
one article of dress, while those who wore a different 
article should be debarred from the privilege, and he could 
perfectly understand the validity of such an argument if 
elections occurred exclusively in the Highlands. He be- 
lieved that by enfranchising a few women they would be 
placing the few so enfranchised in an unenviable position, 
while by enfranchising the many they would, in questions 
where impulse, unreasoning theory, and sentiment were 
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opposed to political economy, fail to get as business-like, calm, 
and judicial legislation as they did under the present system. 
—Dr. Playfair contended that all the supporters of this bill 
asked for was simply to give to the principle which was 
recognised in the municipal franchise and all other questions 
of citizenship its legitimate development, and to take women 
out of the list of incapable citizens, who, besides the female 
portion of our population, included none but idiots, lunatics, 
criminals, and minors. It was unwise that so much pro- 
perty us that which was possessed by single women in this 
country should be unrepresented. The world had benefited 
very much by the sympathies of women. He could not find 
any argument against the measure except the usual /aissez- 
faire argument that the world had gone on very well with- 
out women taking part in politics, and why introduce them 
now. Women, it was said, did not want the franchise. It 
was quite true they had not pulled down Hyde-park railings 
but that a large number of them had demanded the suffrage 
in a constitutional way. Besides, it was the very imperfect 
education which women received that prevented them from 
seeing the importance of this question.—Sir G. Jenkinson 
supported the bill, not so much on the ground of the personal 
rights of women, as of the rights of property. He could not 
understand why women in the possession of property should be 
denied the exerciseof theusualrights of property as farashav- 
ing a voice in the representation of it went. Mr. Beresford had 
talked of the persecution women would undergo if they had 
votes. But his own experience was that women were as 
well able as men to meet persecution and to inflict it too. 
There was one higher ground on which he supported the 
motion. Women said that men monopolised all legislation, 


and that they themselves had no voice in the making of | 


Jaws. That was a good reason why the House should not 


now ignore this appeal to the justice of the British Parlia- | 


ment.—Mr. Muntz observed that it was said, for example, 


that the position of women among us was like that of the | 


slaves in the Southern States ; but for his part he believed 
that the men were the slaves and the women the mistresses. 
But why should a ratepayer of many thousands a year be 
prevented from voting for a member of Parliament merely 


on aecount of a difference of sex ?—Sir H. Croft inclined to | 


agree with “ Mr. Punch” that “those who are wanting 


women’s rights are wanting women’s charms.”’—Mr. Bruce | 


would ask the House to delay the progress of this measure, 
because the question was too large to be settled off-hand, 
and it required mature consideration. If they gave 
women the right to vote for the election of members of Par- 
liament, how could they refuse them the right, if otherwise 
qualified, of sitting in that House?—On a division, the 
second reading was carried by a majority of 124 to 91, and 
the committee fixed for Wednesday next. 

The Public Prosecutors Bill.—Mr. Burke moved the 
second reading.—Mr. Rathbone said the provisions could 


be carried out without much expense to rate-payers. The | 


Scotch system had not been adopted because it had been 


thought unadvisable to adopt in England any system which | 


would throw on a Procurator Fiscal that work which the 
police and magistracy now did so well.—The Attorney- 
General agreed that this was a question of such magnitude 
and importance as might properly warrant its being dealt 
with by the Government, but the Government had so many 
measures in hand this session. The Government did 
approve the principle of the bill, though he did not commit 
himself to all itsdetails. The system of public prosecutors 
was adopted in almost all continental countries, in America, 
and also to some extent in Ireland and Scotland, and thus 
there was made out a conclusive case in favour of supplying 
this great omission in the administration of the criminal 
law of this country. Many offences were not prosecuted at 
all, while others were only prosecuted inefficiently. 
There was, again, a class of cases which properly 
resulted in acquittals, and frequently occasioned 
actions for malicious prosecutions. Another class 
was that of collusive prosecutions or those in 
which witnesses were bought off or indueed to 
leave the country. In another class the criminal law was 
abused for the enforcement of civil rights, but further, it 
frequently happened that a prosecutor cared very little 
about his case, and it was taken up by a policeman, who 
acted not only as the principal witness but also as the 
prosecutor. In its leading features this bill seemed to c 

out the recommendations of the Committee of 1855, which 
had reported on this subject, but as there were in it some 
deviations the bill might be properly considered by a select 


committee. Personally, he should have been very glad if 
the superintendence of the department of public prosecu- 
tions could have been entrusted to anyone other than the 
Attorney-General, but if the offiee was imposed upon 
him he would endeavour to discharge the duties to the 
best of his ability.—Mr. Hibbert thought that the 
public prosecutors should be nominated by the local 
authorities. —Mr. Collins desired the same, provided the Lord 
Chancellor had a vote.—The bill was then read a second 
time. 

The Felons Property Bill passed through committee. 

The Mortgage Debentures Act (1865) Amendment Bill passed 
through committee. 


May 5.—The Irish Land Bill—Committee. Clause 3 re. 
sumed.—Sir J. Gray, at the request of Mr. Gladstone, with- 
drew his amendment creating a permissive tenant right, in 
order to move it subsequently as a substantive clause. Several 
other amendments having been proposed aud negatived or 
withdrawn, the clause, as amended, was agreed to after a 
protest from Lord Elcho. Clause 4 (compensation for improve. 
ment).—-Mr. Disraeli made and withdrew a proposal to limit 
the claim for compensation to improvements made twenty 
years before the making of the claim, instead of twenty 
years before the passing of the Act.—Mr. Kavanagh pro- 
posed to exclude from compensation reclamation of land and 
permanent improvements made twenty years before the Act 
—The amendment was rejected by a majority of 230 to 184. 
—An amendment by Mr. R. Torrens to require that compen- 
sation shall not be given unlesstheimprovement has increased 
the general value of the estate, was rejected by a majority 
of 225 to 156.—An amendment by Mr. Chaplin to omit the 
exception in favour of improvements made within two years 
after the passing of the Act, was rejected by a majority of 
212 to 153.—Debate adjourned. 

The Beverley and Bridgwater Disfranchisement Bill passed 
| through committee, with the addition of a new clause, by 

Mr. Pemberton, providing that no person who may be pro- 
| secuted for bribery shall be disfranchised until or unless 
found guilty, 
The Norwich Voters Disfranchisement Bill passed through 
; committee. 
| The Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 











IRELAND. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR'S COURT. 
May 2.—In re Fortune's Trusts. 

The executors of the deceased had lodged in court a sum 
of £400, the amount of a legacy payable to a gentleman 
named Brennan, resident in England, who refused to execute 
a formal deed of release for the money, insisting that a sim- 
| ple receipt was sufficient. ‘The executors persisted in re- 
quiring that he should execute a release, and pay the costs 
of it, amounting to £4 1ds. 6d., and, as he still refused, 
stating that he did so on principle, and that he was quite 
willing to give the interest on the legacy, which would be 
nearly twice the amount in dispute, in charity to the poor of 
| Waterford, the executors, after a long and angry corre- 
spondence, brought the money into court, under the Trustee 
Relief Act. 

O Hagan, Q.C., for Mr. Brennan, applied for an order de- 
claring him entitled to the money in court, and his costs. 

Harris, Q.C., for the executors, resisted the claim to costs. 

The Vice-CuanceLior declared Mr. Brennan entitled to 
the amount lodged, with £7 for his costs. * 








The temporary appointment of Mr. Horatio Mansfield, 
barrister-at-law, as deputy stipendiary magistrate of Liverpool, 
having continued for six months, ceased on the 30th April, 
The health of Mr. Stamford Raffles, the stipendiary magistrate, 
has been so far restored that he intends resuming his duties in 
the course of another week. 


Mr. George Brett, solicitor, Town Clerk of Salford, has in- 
timated that he intends to resign his office at the close of the 
resent session of Parliament, in order to devote himself more 
ully to his private practice. Mr. Brett was certificated in 
Hilary Term, 1852, and is a member of the Incorporated Law 
Society and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 








* See also Re Roberts’ Trusts, 17 W. R. 689.—Ep. S. J. 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. W. READE. 


Mr. W. Reade, barrister-at-law (formerly the owner of 
Alderholt-park, Dorset), died on the 30th April-at his resi- 
dence at Ringwood, Hants, aged sixty-five years. 
Mr. Reade, who graduated at Queen’s College, Ox. 
ford, was called to the bar at  Lincoln’s-inn in 
June, 1831, and joined the Western Circuit. About nine 
years later he was appointed a Commissioner of Bankrupts 
for Bath and Wells, a post he held till the new law abolished 
his and similarcommissionerships. He enjoyed the intimate 
friendship of many eminent leaders, several of whom became 
judges. He was one of the original members of the Reform 
Club, and up to this year « member of the Oxford and Cam- 
bridge Club. 

MR. A. LYLE. 

The death of Mr. Acheson Lyle, Q.C., of the Irish bar, 
took place at The Oaks, his seat near Londonderry, on the 
26th of April, at the age of seventy-six years. He was the 
second son of the Jate Samuel Lyle, Esq., of The Lodge, 
co. Londonderry. He was born in 1798, and educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1815. 
He was called to the bar in Ireland in Trinity Term, 1818, 
and for some years acted as Chief Remembrancer to the 
Court of Exchequer, and more recently was a master in the 
Irish Court of Chancery. This office he resigned in i860, 
on being appointed, by Lord Carlisle, to be Lieutenant and 
Custos Rotulorum of the county of Londonderry. At the 
time this appointment caused some controversy in the House 
of Lords, but was defended by the Government of the day. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 

At the monthly meeting, held at the Hall of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, on Thursday, the 7th ult.,a grant of £50 
‘was made to the daughter of a deceased member, two sums 
were voted to the daughters of deceased non-members, the 
annual general court was fixed for the 19th of May, it was 
determined to hold a dinner for forwarding the interests of 
the Association during the present year, and other business 
was transacted. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association was held at the Law 
Institution, London, on Wednesday last, the 4th inst.; Mr. 
W. Strickland Cookson in the chair. ‘The other directors 
resent were Messrs. Burton, Hedger, Haycock, Monckton, 

mith, and Young (Mr. Eiffe, Secretary). A sum of £25 
was granted in relief of necessitous non-members’ families, 
Eight new annual subscribers were admitted members of the 
Association, and other general business transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society on Tuesday, the 3rd of May, 
Mr. Hepburn in the chair, the question for discussion was 
No. 451. Legal:—A railway company conveys goods 
at mileage rates, subject to the condition that “the company 
will not be liable for any loss or damage to the goods, how- 
ever caused.” The goods are materially damaged in carriage, 
owing to the negligence of the company’s servants. Is the 
above condition a good answer to an action against the com- 
pany for damages for the injury to the goods? (17 & 18 

ict. c. 31, 8. 7; Simons v. Great Western Railway Company, 
18 C. B. 805, 2 C. B.N. 8S. 620; Peek v. North Staffordshire 
Railway Company, 11 W. R. 1023 ; Allday v. Great Western 
Railway Company, 13 W. R. 43; Rooth v. North Eastern 
Railway Company, L. R. 2 Ex. 173, 15 W. R. 695.) 

Mr. G, W. Byrne opened the debate in the affirmative, 
and Mr. Russell in the negative. After a well-sustained 
discussion the question was decided in the negative by a 
small majority. 











The Hon. Arthur G. Macpherson, a puisne judge of the 
High Court of Judicature in Bengal, left Calcutta on leave on 
the 15th of March, and has arrived in England. 





| Grove, John...... 








EPORTER. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


559 


CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE FINAL EXAMI- 
NATION. 
Easter Term, 1870. 


Names of Candidates. 
Agar, Edward Larpent ...... 
Anning, Edward James ...... 
Archer, Frank Brittin 
Attenborough, John ... 
Barton, Walter May ......... 
Beck, William Nash............ 
Benson, Thomas George..... 
Bilbrough, James William... 
Blashfield, Edward ........... 
Bottomley, James Alfred ... 
Bowman, George Robinson... 
Boyes, Wm. Osborn, LL.B. 


Browne, Arthur ............... 
Bullmore, Ernest..........0-.. 
Bunton, Edward Freston ... 
Fi WN oo scecsceceosccuss 
Caddick, Francis............... 


Cardinall, Durrant Edward . 
Chamberlain, Vincent Ind, 

DM Sirens cavamovaccworeentdecss 
Church, Alfred Frederic...... 
Cox, Henry Ponting ......... 
Crawford, Leslie ............... 
Curtis, William ............... 


| Davis, William Samuel ...... 


De Jersey, John Horman ... 


Dickinson, John, jun ......... 
Dunnett, Charles James...... 
Edgar, Robert Ashburn...... 
Edwards, William Herbert 
Faulkner, John Joseph ...... 
Francis, Thomas Dunkin ... 
Frankland, James ............ 
Gilbert, John Wilson......... 
Graham, Thomas Edmund... 
Greening, Joseph Robert ... 
Griffith, William Newling, 


Hardwick, Alfred Faller...... 


Hinchliff, Nathaniel ... ..... 
Hindle, Frederick George ... 
Hindmarsh, William Thos . 
Hubbard, George Robert ... 
Hubbard, Henry Seymour... 


Jones, William Tom ......... 
Josselyn, George Francis ... 
Langdon, George Frederic... 

Wellington ......... daiexenes 
Lloyd, William, jun. ......... 
McMillan, Robert 
[Oe ee 
Marriott, James Park ........ 
Marsden, Joseph Daniel, jun 


eee eenenee 


Marshall, William Henry ... 
Meggy, Andrew ............... 
Mote, William.................. 
Neale, Walter William ...... 


Norton, Kelwin..............cesee 
Oerton, John Brawn ......... 
Ould, Hugh Henry ............ 
Owen, Henry, B.C.L.......... 
Peckham, Henry Robert...... 


Pennington, Rooke ............ 
Phillips, Andrew Gibson ... 


Phillips, William Henry...... 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 


George Burges 
Charles Baylis 
Thomas Goodwyn Archer 
Charles Edward Freeman 
Chas. Wright; John White 
Charles George H. Beck 
Arthur C. Sharland 
John Henry Wade 

John Gwynne James 

Allan H. Owen 

Richard Algernon Payne 
James Pilgrim 
Messrs. Browne; Geo. Peter 

Allen 

William James Genn 
William Gribble 
John Marsh Burd 
Edward Caddick 
James Cardinall 
Henry Foard Harris 


William John Bruty 

Edwin John Hayes 

Henry Ray Freshfield 

Geo. M. Wetherfield; James 
P. May 

George M. Salt 

Thomas Micklem ; 
Hearn 

James Broekbank 

Daniel Dunnett 

Daniel Boote 

John Young 

William Tomalin, jun 

Henry Dunkin Francis 

Matthew Gray 

John May Robberds 

Thomas Hedges Graham 

John Severn Bennett 

William Griffith; Charles 
Wilkin 

Alfred Jones 

Robt. Faithful ; 
Shaft 

Frederick Moojen 

Charles Kendall 

John Atkinson Wilson 

Kenrick Peck 

Charles Frederick Mayhew ; 
Frederick Stanley 

John Cutts 

John Henry Josselyn 


John H. 


Geo. Thos. 


George Nelson 

William Lloyd 

Robert B. Peren 

John Wright 

William Richard Holland 

Joseph D. Marsden ; James 
William H. Richardson ; 
James Heelis 

William Marshall 

Andrew Meggy 

Edward Mote 

Richard Smith; 
Dewes 

John Henry Clifton; James 
G. Hobbs 

Samuel Wilkinson 

Francis Parker 

P.S. Coxe ; Charles Bischoff 

Robert Peckham; Richard 
Chandler 

Matthew B. Wood 

A. Phillips; Oscar A. Ulli- 
thorne 

Thomas Heath 


Thomas 
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Name of Candidate. 
Potter, James .. ....00... 00000 
PEO DOB... ...500060.5 0050000 
Pugh, Wm. Augustus Richd. 
Pyman, Henry Samuel ...... 
Rooper, George Frederick ... 
Shaw, Walter Hirst ......... 
Smallpeice, Humphry Percy 
Smith, Colin Mackenzie ...... 
Smith, Edward Thompson... 
Smith, Henry Oke ........... 


Smith, Joseph ............000. 
Smith, William Edward...... 


Stanton, JON ....0css0rcscerses 
Swinford, Daniel............... 
Tarry, Thos. Wm. Golbourn 
Taylor, Leonard Wilson ... 
Tyacke, Joseph Walker...... 
Tyerman, George Thomas... 
Vaughan, Augustus Miles... 
Vickers, Charles Edmond ... 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 

Thomas Henry Newbold 

William Henry Duignan 

Thomas Henry Chubb 

Frederick Jackson 

George Rooper 

Samuel F. Harrison 

Mark Smallpeice 

Bernard Wake 

Joseph Beaumont 

Francis Edward Smith; 
(deceased) Fras. E. Smith 

James Slater 

William Gaisford; John 
Hayward 

Edward D. Stanton 

Charles Dorman 

Joseph Maynard 

Edward Lake Hesp 

Thomas Phillips Tyacke 

Charles R. Tyerman 

Gerard C. Meynell 

Henry Vickers 


Vining, Charles Portman ... Messrs. Brittan; William 


Brittan 
Walker, Alfred Booth......... Hugh Walker 
Walker, William............... John Frederick Isaacson 


Waller, Robert Pretyman ... Edward M. Beloe; William 
G. Coulton; Robert Hart 

Waller, William Thomas ... William Henry Waller 

Ward, James Trevelyan...... Frederic Wadsworth 

Ward, John Sandilands ......_ Frederick William Remnant 

Warr, Augustus Frederick.,, William Gandy Bateson 

Wilks, Montague Sargenson Thomas Micklem 

Wotton, William............... Frederick Jas. Blake; Jas, 
J. Blake 

Young, Herbert ............... William Blackman Young 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 
. The undermentioned gentlemen have been called to the 
ar:— 

Mippte Tempie.—Robert Anderson, B.A., Trinity 
College, Dublin, of the Irish Bar; Charles Delauney Turner 
Bravo, B.A., Trinity College, Oxford; Gerald Dyson Bran- 
son; Reginald Brown, LLB., Trinity-hall, Cambridge; 
George Crispe Whiteley, B.A., St. John’s College, Cam- 
bridge; John Richard Davidson, M.A., University of 
Edinburgh and Member of the Faculty of Advocates; 
William Norton, LL.B., Trinity-hall, Cambridge; the Hon. 
Thomas Charles Agar-Robartes, M.A., Christ Church 
Oxford; Thomas Morris Chester, and Peter Benemy, Esqs. 

INNER TEMPLE.—John Duncan Inverarity, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge; William Pitt Metcalfe, B.A., Cambridge; John 
Warren Bakewell, Cambridge; James Cholmondeley 
Kaufmann, London; Charles Augustus Harold Black, B.A., 
Oxford; Edward Kirkpatrick Hall, B.A., Oxford; James 
Hume Dodgson, B.A., Cambridge; George Thomas Bailey 
Ormerod, &.A., Oxford; Gilbert George Kennedy, B.A, 
Cambridge; Oliver Henry Jones, B.A., Oxford; Philip 
Thomas Raleigh Hodges, LL.B., Cambridge; Samuel Barker, 
Oxford ; Fairfax Rhodes, B.A,, Cambridge; Cyril Flower, 
B.A., Cambridge; Henry Gordon Shee, Oxford; Francis 
Charles Gore; Montagu Somes Pilcher, B.A., Cambridge; 
Edward Thomas Baldwin, B.A., Oxford; Edward Baldock 
hong and Charles William Turner, B.A., Cambridge, 

sqs. 

Lincotn’s-1nn.—Henry George Kennedy, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Charles Austin, Fellow of St. John’s College, Ox- 
ford, M.A. and D.C.L.; Roger Gaskell, B.A., Cambridge ; 
William John Courthope, B.A., Oxford ; Leopold George 
Gordon Robbins, B.A., Oxford; Henry Sutton, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Warenne Theodore Lionel Harries, B.A., Cambridge; 
Harry Arbuthnot Acworth; William Alves Raikes, B.A. 
and §.C.L., Oxford; and John Samuel Parkin, B.A., Cam- 
bridge, Esqrs. 

LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR- 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

Mr. H. M. Bompas, Lecturer and Reader on Common 
Law and Mercantile Law—Monday, May 9, class A. 
Tuesday, ay 10, class B. Wednesday, May 11, class C. 
—4.30 to 6 p.m. 

Friday, May 13, lecture—6 to 7 p.m. 








ADWISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Trinity Term, 1870. 
{The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.] 

Auten, JAamMEs Mason—David William Heath, Nottingham ; 
George L. P. Eyre, John-street, Bedford-row. 

ArmitsTEAD, RopertT WILLIAM—Thomas L. Rushton, Bol- 
ton-le-Moors, 

Arnovip, ALFRED Henry—John Mitchell Marshall, Wal- 
lingford. 

Askry, Frepertck Day—John Wintringham, Great 
Grimsby. 

Barton, WatterR May—Charles Wright, East Dereham ; 
John White, 28a, Budge-row, Cannon-street. 

Beat, Epwarp Witu1amM—John Henry James, 62, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

BERNARD, Epwarp—John Frederick Bernard, 2, Great 
Winchester-street. 

Best, Witit1AM Martin—John George Thompson, Stockton- 
on-Tees. 

Bintuirr, CHARLES Henry—John Bury & John Sudlow 
Manchester. 

Buatcu, JAMES, JuN.—Thomas Goater, Southampton. 

Boum, Wirt1am—Thos. Gregory, 17 and 18, Clement’s-inn. 

Bovtton, Cuartes—Thos. Shepherd, Newbigin, Beverley. 

Boyes, Witt1AM Osnorn—James Pilgrim, Church-court, 
Lothbury. 

Bucwannan, ARTHUR.—George Buchannan, Whitby. 

Butt, Watter Beary—William R. Bull, Newport Pagnell. 

Catper, Freperick Wit~ram—Richard Thomas Gratton, 
Chesterfield. 

CaTHERALL, Epwarp—Charles Gammon, 13, Barge-yard. 

CrarkeE, Hernert HeNry—Frederick Robert Jones, jun., 
Huddersfield ; Henry Booth Clarke, 14, Serjeants’-inn, 

Crorton, Henry Thomas—Frederick C. Hulton, Salford ; 
George Johnson, 7, King’s Bench-walk. 


* Danret, Henry Breaucuamp-—Alfred Cox, Bristol. 


Davies, Jos—Henry Coldicott, Dudley. 

FErcGuson, ALBERT SHENNAN—Thomas Holden, Bolton. 

Freip, Epwarp ATtHow—Edward Field, Norwich; Joshua 
P. Hill, 10, Great James-street. 

Fisoer, Epwarp Timprett—Samuel Fisher, Merchant 
Taylors’ -hall. 

FisHer, George Grecc—George Dyson, Huddersfield. 

Friend, ARCHIBALD GrorcE Mackenzie—George Robins, 
70, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Garroop, Jesse—Alfred Copland, Chelmsford. 

Harris, Ropert StrantEy—Stanley Harris, Barnet, 

Haxrtson, ALEXANDER, JuN.—Henry Hawkes, Birmingham. 

Henson, Frepertck Wiii1amM—-Henry Cook, Kingston- 
upon-Hull; William Watson, Hedon-in-Holderness ; 
Thomas Hudson, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Howarp, Gzorce Briccs—Thomas B. Howard, Dudley ; 
John P. Murrough, 11, Great James-street. 

Hume, MansrELpt Heron—Austen, De Gex & Co., 4, 
Raymond-buildings ; John Topham, Middleham. 

Hunter, Wiru1aAM—Richard S, Williams, Liverpool. 

Hurcuins, JouN—Henry Bush, Bristol. 

Jones, Witt1amM Tom—John Cutts, Chesterfield. 

Kirzy, ALFRED Ocravius—William Godden, 34, Old Jewry. 

Lascettes, Eaton Montvs—Arthur Hastings Lascelles, 
Narberth ; Wm. G. George, Cardigan. 

LatHaM, Henry—Jehn Latham, Congleton and Sandbach. 

Lewis, Epwarp Dirton—Edward Lewis; E, Tyrrell 
Lewis; and A. G. Breton, Great Marlborough-street. 

Lioyp, Wit11aM, Jun.— William Lloyd, Ruthin. 

Lomax, JamEs—John Yates, Liverpool. 

Lownpes, Epwarp—John Hewitt, Manchester. 

Mayer, Francis Creep—William Keary, Stoke-upon- 
Trent. 

McQuvezn, Greorce Brewis—George Brewis; John G. 
Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Morean, Nichort—Thomas T. Lewis, Bridgend. 

Morzanp, Watter Hotroyp—John T. Morland, Abingdon. 

Naytor, Frepertrc Wa. B.—Philip R. Falkner; Evelyn 
S. Falkner, Newark-upon-Trent. 

NEALE, WALTER WitL1amM—Thomas Dewes, Coventry. 

Neau, Tuomas Henry—Henry H. Burne, Bath. 

Nicott, Wyxkeuam Georce—Joseph H. Stretton, Gray’s- 
inn -square. 

Orrton, Frank—Thomas S. James, Birmingham. 
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Oates, CHARLES Henry Henry—Charles M. B. Veal, Gt. 
Grimsby. 

PartincTon, JoserH Srorer—Thomas D. Goodman, 
Chapel-en-le-Frith ; John A. Sharp, 1, Field-court. 

Peacock, Joun Arriteck—Frederick J. Rhodes, Alford. 

Porrer, Jamzs—Thomas Henry Newbold, Matlock. 

Prince, Gitzert Joun—Richard D. G. Price, 20, White- 
hall-place ; Richard Clarkson, Calne. 

Raven, Hursert Fenton—William Norris, Manchester ; 
Charles J. Allen, 20, Bedford-row. 

Rew, Henry—Henry C. Margetts, Chatteris; Frederick 
Thomas Dubois, 3, Church-passage. 

Ricketts, Lorrvus Hersert—James R. Bramble, Bristol. 

RipEaL, GEORGE—Thomas Southam, Manchester. 

Rozerts, Oscak W1Lson—John Harward, Stourbridge. 

Rosrnson, RatssEcK WELFoRD—John H. Bolton, 1 New- 
square. 

pis. oe Witi1amM—Charles William Potts, Chester. 

Suaw, Watter Hirst—Samuel F. Harrison, Wakefield. 

Simpson, Joun FietcHer—David W. Heath, Nottingham. 

Suites, CLement Lockxe—Charles William Moore, Tewkes- 
bury. 

Ps Joun—Edward D. Stanton, Chorley. 


Hatt, Cuartes WELLBoRNE—William E. Shirley, Don- 
caster. 

Hare, Goppen Sryites—George H. Edwards, Gresham- 
house. 

Horvz, Samuget—William Shaen, 8, Bedford-row ; Henry 
H., Field, Swansea. 

Incr, Joun—Henry J. Riches, 12, King’s-bench-walk ; 
John Turner, 61, Carey-street. 

Isaacson, Worron Warpv—Charles Pidcock, Worcester. 

Lewis, Epwarp Dri~tton—Edward Lewis; Edward T. 
Lewis; Alexander G. Breton, 22, Great Marlborough- 
street. 

Parton, Joun—Samuel G. Johnson, Faversham. 

Reap, Opven Frevertck—James Read, jun., Mildenhall. 

Ruston, WoM., Jun., William Ruston, sen., Brentford. 

Szasrokr, George Mircuert—Matthew H. Bloxam 
Rugby. 

Tarratt, Henry Wortuincton—John M. Davenport, 
Oxford ; John V. Longbourne, 4, South-square. 

Taytor, Cuartes THomas—Thomas Wilson, Preston. 

Wiser, Freperic Jonn—Frederick James Wise, March. 

Wooten, Freperic Syxes—Robert L. Rayner, Mirfield. 

Yorxe, Cuartes Francis—Henley G. Smith, 4, Warnford- 





SrerHens, ApoLPHus F, W.—Matthew S. Stephens, Chat- 
ham. 

Srevens, CHARLES Brinces—William W. Comins, 84, Great 
Portland-street. 

Strong, Epwarp—Thomas Stone, 5, Finsbury-circus. 

Srusss, Witt1am—William Hirst, Boroughbridge; Edward 
J. Layton, 2, Suffolk-lane. 

Swirt, Witt1am—George Henry Eaton, Liverpool. 

Swrivrorp, Danret—Charles Dorman, Essex-street. 

TEMPLER, CHARLES CopELAND—James Templer; Henry 
Augustus Templer, Bridport. 

Tonce, GEorcE Broaprick—John Foster, Great Driffield. 

Vernon, Joun—John Morris, 6, Old Jewry. 

Water, Wittiam THomas—William H. Waller, 2, Duke- 
street, Adelphi. 

Warner, Richarp Weston—Richard B. B. Cobbett, Man- 
chester. 

Warr, Avcusrus FrEDERIcK—William Gandy Bateson, 
Liverpool. 


WHEELER, Cuartes Henry—Samuel Francis Stone, Lei- | 


cester. 

Wurpzornz, Joun SumNnER-—John Whidborne, Teignmouth. 
Wuirmore, Joun Pescop—William Ditchman, 14, Gray’s- 
inn-square ; George N. Emmet, 14, Bloomsbury-square. 
Wiis, Daviy Tuomas—Frederie Willis, sen.; Frederic 

Willis, jun, Leighton Buzzard. 
Wi1ams, Joun Morcan—Hiram A. Owston, Leicester. 


Wricut, Freperick Asurretp>—John Newton, Leighton | 


Buzzard. 
Trinity Term, 1870, pursuant to Judges’ Orders. 
CarrcTHeErs, JosEpH—Sydney O. Husband, Liverpool ; 
Thomas W. Barker, Liverpool. 

Crarke, JAMES FRancis—Francis F. Pearson, 
Lonsdale. 

Cox, CuarLEs Henry—John Logan Grover, 4, King’s 
Bench-walk. 

HEaRFIELD, JoHN Ganrniss—John Hearfield, Kingston- 
upon- Hull. 

Hvxtey, Freperrck—Thomas L. Farrar, Manchester. 

Liste, Henry CLaupe—(No master’s name, &c.) 

Loxrp, THomas—Samuel R. Pattison, 50, Lombard-street. 

Mason, George—Edward Nicolls, Callington. 

Mavunper, Ropert Henry Wrerorp. 

ie Lewis—John Isaac Solomon, 28, King-street, Cheap- 
side. 

SHEFFIELD, FrepERIcK—Thomas Needham Sheffield, 52, 
Lime-street. 

Spervx, THomas—James Wood, Bradford. 

Stevens, Gzorce ALpEN—Henry Blake Miller, Norwich. 

Trinity Vacation, 1870. 

Botsover, Rowianp Witson—John Robert E. Hunton, 
Stockton. 

Boococx, Witt1am Henry—Joshua F. Perkinton. Halifax. 

Butiock, Cuartes—Josh. B. Bullock; Henry N. Capel, 
9, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Buimex, Currrerp Cuartes— Charles Bulmer, Leeds. 

Cosepar, Hiram—Edward Worthington, 28, Milk-street. 

Day, Francis Joun—Thomas Floud, Exeter. 

Guscorre, Tuomas—Henry Downe Barton, Exeter ; Philip 
Wood, 24, Bucklersbury ; Joseph John Rae, 24, Chan- 

cery-lane. 


Kirkby | 





court; John P. Godfrey, 6, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
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COURT PAPERS. 
ORDER IN CHANCERY. 

Whereas by the 5th of the Consolidated Orders of this 
court, rule 6, it is provided that the Lord Chancellor may 
from time to time by special order direct the offices to be 
closed on days other than those mentioned in the first rule 
| of the said order: And whereas Saturday the 28th day of 
May has been appointed for the celebration of her Majesty’s 
birthday, and such event has been heretofore observed as a 
general holiday in the several offices of this court, his 
Lordship doth therefore order that the several offices of this 
court bs closed on Saturday the 28th day of May, and that 
this order be entered and set up in the several offices of 


| this court. 
(Signed) 


QUEEN’S BENCH. 
This court will on Friday the 13th, and Saturday the 14th 
| days of May instant hold sittings and will proceed in dis- 
| posing of the cases in the new trial, special, and crown pa- 
| pers, and any other matters then pending and will give 
; Judgment in cases then standing for judgment. 


HATHERLEY, C. 





COMMON PLEAS. 

| Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
| Right Hon. Sir W1i1AM Bovitt, Knt., Lord Chief Justice 
! of her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas, at Westminster, 
in and after Trinity Term, 1870. 


| In TERM. 
| Middlesex. 
| Friday .........+ee++...May 27 | Thursday ............ June 2 
| TUNA, © oo caso Sexdanctcnecentaess June 9 
The Court will not sit in London during term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. | London. 
RIAD isa cedexaenese st June 17 | Friday ...............00 July 1 


The Court will sit at Nisi Prius on Mondays at half- 
past 10 o’clock, and on all other days at 10 o’clock. 





= 


Mr. Henry Pownall, chairman of the Middlesex magistrates, 
has resigned that office, in consequence ef severe illness. 


Fonp or THE County Court.—A plaintiff at the Lambeth 
County Court a few days ago said he was suing his defendant 
for the twelfth time in three years. The plaintiff had let a 
small tenement three years at 3s. 6d. per week, and the whole 
of the rent has been paid through the court. A more extra- 


tiff knew the defendant had never made any use of the tene- 
ment whatever, and when applied to for rent his invariable 
answer was that he would pay no other way but through the 
Court. The plaintiff seemed highly amused at this mode of 
collecting his rent, as also were the judge and audience. Doubt- 
less everybody appreciated the P sage scmop of a tax-payer who 
thus voluntarily pays taxes in the shape of court fees equal to 
the income tax on over £200 per annum. 





ordinary fact still was mentioned, namely, that so far as plain- - 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Last Quo TATION, May 6, 1870. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted. | 
% per Cent, Consols, 94 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, June 94} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
8 per Cent. Reduced 923 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 p 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, DO —-5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 | Nitto, £100 & £200, — 5pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 | Ct. (last half-year) 234 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— ‘ Ditto for Account, 

INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

{ndia Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.’74, 2093 ; Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 106 
Ditto for Account : Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1109 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, '80 113% Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 83 101 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 24 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 923| Ditto, ditto, under £1000,’ 24 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Closing prices 


Shres.| 
| 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter... 
Stock | Caledonian... ...sccccessecceeeeces 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ., 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ,, 
Stock} Do.,East Anglian Stock, No.2 
Stock | Great Northern 
BROCK | — T0., A SEOGU™ i .pcccavtnccicssevcerenssecscnoses 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 
Stock | Great Western—Original ........cs0..ssse0ee, 
Stock; Do.,West Midland—Oxford.,., won 
Stock | Do.,do.—Newport | 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ............sce000! 
68tock | London, Brighton, and South Coast....../ 
Stock | 
Stock | 
Stock | 
Stock 
Stock | 
Stock 
Stock | 
Stock | 








London and North-Western, 
London and South-Western .,..... 
Manchester ,Sheffield,and Lincoln 
Metropolitan......... 

MRI ois ccench scsncksenscnusthbacer 
Do., Birmingham and Derby . 
North British 

Stock | North London ...... 

Stock | North Staffordsuire.. 

Stock | South Devon. ......... 

Stock | South-Eastern ... eevee 

Stock | Tall Vale..ccssscoscssescossssesscossessossocseceones 
| 


| 100 


* A receives no dividend until6 per cent. has bean pais to B, 


Money MARKET AND CITY INTELLIGENCE. 





| 
i 
| 


The transactions of the past week have been rather limited | 


in all the markets, but the funds, though at one time they 
suffered a decline in price, closed at a recovery. Foreign 
securities have been somewhat flat. The new Japanese loan, 
which was so eagerly subscribed for, has fallen to a discount 
of 3}. Telegraph shares have gone down in the market, but 
the average of the general share market shows a slight improve- 
ment. In railways there is not much alteration, but Cale- 
donians have experienced a fall in consequence of that com- 
pany notifying the issue of a million of new ordinary stock 
at 70, payable by instalments, as well as one-third of that 
sum in debentures. These stocks, however, very soon began 
to recover. 

At the annual meeting of the Sovereign Life Assurance 
Company, held on Thursday, it was stated that 458 policies, 
averaging £680 each, had been issued in 1869, assuring 
£311,250, and yielding a new premium income of £8,843. 

The New York Life Insurance Company established in 1841, 
publishes an official certificate signed by the superintendent of 
the insurance department of the State of New York, vouching 
for the soundness of the company, and the integrity with which 
its business is conducted. 








A meeting of the Law Amendment Society was held at the 
society’s rooms, in Adam-street, Adelphi, on the 2nd inst., Mr. 
Mellish, Q.C., in the chair. The subject of consideration was 
the Lord Chancellor’s High Court of Justice Bill. Mr. G. 
Hastings hoped a general meeting of the bar would be convened 
to consider the bill.—Mr. M. Chambers Q.C., could not recom- 
mend that course, his experience being that such meetings 
never produced any definite resolution. He was for an imme- 
diate legislation, leaving defects in the new system to be amended 
subsequently.— Mr. Quain, Q.C., said the particulars 
of a code of procedure could not be inserted in a bill, but the 
broad principles might.—The chairman said there could be no 
doubt as to the necessity of effecting the substance of the re- 
forms recommended by the Judicature Commissioners. The 
difficulty would be in the particulars, not the broad principles. 
The whole gist of the matter lay in the framing of a code of 





procedure, but he did not see why the bill should not pass this 
year, not to come into operation till 1871, a properly paid com. 
mission being appointed to frame a code of procedure by that 
time. If Parliament approved the code, they could appoint a 
body, of judges or others, to amend it from time to time. He - 
deprecated the passing of the bill in its present form; it con- 
tained some sections unlike anything he had ever seen in any 
Act of Parliament. He thought a system of procedure should 
be framed before the Act was finally passed.—In conclusion, 
the meeting passed a resolution expressing a general approval of 
the bill. 

MippiE Tempie.—The Benchers have published an “ order 
of Parliament,” made during the present term, with regard to 
the annual payment for “duties”? by the members of this 
society. There has been great difficulty in collecting the annual 
payment of £1 from the large number of gentlemen who do not 
practice, and in many cases have been called to the Bar without 
any intention of prosecuting their profession. It has, there- 
fore, been determined by the Benchers that every member of 
the society who, after Trinity Term, 1870, is called to the Bar, 
or takes out a certificate to practice under the Bar, shall pay 
down a sum of £12, in place of the yearly charge for “ duties.” 
An amendment has also been made in the “ order of Parliament” 
of the 2nd of June, 1865, with the view of permitting any 
member who now wishes to pay a sum in commutation of 
“duties” to do so on payment of £12 less 5s. for every year 
from the date of his call, or from three years after his admis- 
ne No commutation, however, is to be made for less than £5, 
—Times. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
April 28.—By Messrs. BEADEL. 

Freehold plot of land, with stabling thereon, situate in the rear of the 
Bull Inn, Aldgat?. Sold £2,900. 

By Messrs. Dent & Son. 

Leasehold residence, No. 15, Perth-road, Stroud-green-road, 
Hornsey, annual value £40, term ‘9 years frrom 1868, at £6 10s. per 
annum. Sold £340. 

Leasehold house, No. 16, Jubilee-place, King’s-road, Chelsea, let at £22 
per annum, term 79 years from i510, at £5 per annum, Sold £155, 
April 29.—By Mr. Geo. NEWMAN. 

Leasehold eight residences, Nos. 443, 445, 447, 449, 451, 455, 457, 
and 459, Mile End-road, producing £348 per annum, term 33 years 
unexpired, at £56 per annum. Sold £2,255. 

May 2.—By Mr. W. Brown. 

Freehold Estate, known as “ Welpley-hill Farm,’’ situate in Chesham, 
Bucks, and Northchurch, Herts, containing farmhouse, two home~ 
steads, &c., and 180 acres of land. Sold £8040. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


j BIRTHS. 
DALBY—On May 3, at 11, Strathmore-gardens, Kensington, the wife of 


R. D. Dalby, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son, stillborn. 
MILLER—On May 6, at Clonard, Watford, the wife of Alexander Ed- 
ward Miller, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


| THORNTON—On May 2, at 5, Upper Portland-place, the wife of R. N. 


Thornton, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES, 
ADCOCK—MOSELEY—On May 3, at St. Mark’s, Tollington-park, Po- 
land Adcock, Esq., solicitor, to Mary Ellen, eldest daughter of the 
late Robert Moseley, Esq., of Tollinzton-park, London. 


; BATTISHILL—CORNISH-—-On May 3, at St, Mary the Virgin’s, Oxford, 


William John Battishill, solicitor, Exeter, to Rose Augusta Mary, 
youngest daughter of the late Capt. F. W. Cornish, of Gatcombe 
House, Totness, Devon. 

CLABON—WIGAN—On April 28, at the parish church, East Malling, 
Kent, John Moxon Clabon, of St. George’s-terrace, Regent’s-park, 
and Great George-street, Westminster, Esq., to Jane Lewis, only 
surviving daughter of the late John Alfred Wigan, of Clare House, 
East Malling, Esq., J.P. 

COOPER—HEATON—On April 27, at St. Paul’s, Kersal, near Manches- 
ter, William Cooper, of Liverpool, attorney-at-law, to May, eldest 
daughter of Thomas Wood Heaton, of Manchester. 

FOOKS—STEPHENS—On April 28, at the parish church, Finchley 
Wm. Cracroft Fooks, LL.B., barrister-at-law, to Catherine, second, 
oe of the late Henry Stephens, Esq., M.R.C.S., of Grove House, 
Finchley. 

NIXON—WILSON—On May 4, at the British Embassy, Paris, Charles 
J. Nixon, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to E''abeth Kate, 
youngest daughter of Benjamin Wilson, of Bank House, Mirtield. 

ROBERTS—MORRELL—On April 27, at the parish church, Leyland, 
Alfred William Roberts, solicitor, to Catherine Anne, daughter of 
John Morrell Esq., Beech Villa, Leyland, Lancashire. 

ROGERS--GWYNNE—On April 23, at St. Michael, East Teignmouth, 
Devon, Arundel Rogers, Esq., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Ellen, daughter of the late Lawrence Gwynne, Esq., LL.D., of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, andof Cambrian, Teignmouth, Devon. 

DEATHS. 

GIBSON—On May 2, Mr. William Admiral Gibson, of 2 and 3, Abchurch- 
yard, solicitor, agec 29. 

KNIGHT—On April 25,at Richmond, Surrey, Thomas Jolin Kuight, 
Esq., formerly Attorney-General and Q.C. of Tasmania. 

READE—On the 30th ult., at Ringwood, after « lingering illness, Wi l~ 
liam Reade, Esq., M.A., barrister-at-law, aged 65, 
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BREAKFasT.—Epps's CocoA.—GRATEFUL AND CoMFORTING.—The very 
agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a general favour- 
ite. The ‘‘ Civil Service Gazette’? remarks :—“ By a thorough know- 
ledge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast tables with a deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.” 
Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold only in tin-lined packets, 
labelled—James Epes & Co,, Homeopathic Chemists, London.—{Apvr. ) 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint-Stock Comypantes. 
Fripay, April 29, 1870. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Alfred Average Association for British, Foreign, and Colonial Built 


Ships.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has fixed May 9, at 12.30, at his , 
chambers, 3, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, for the appointment of | 


an official liquidator. 
LuwitED IN CHANCERY. 

International Land Credit Company (Limited).—Petition for winding Ups 
presented April 27, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James 
on Saturday, May 7. Townsend & Co, Princes-street, Storey’s-gate, 
Westminster, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Merryfield Mining Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by 
an order dated April 22, ordered that the winding up of the above 
company be continued. Few & Co, Henrietta-street, Covent-garden, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

Photo-Relief Printing Company (Limited).—Vice-Chaneellor Malins has, 
by an order dated April 21, ordered that the winding up of the above 
company be continued. Keighley, Ironmonger-lane, solicitor for the 
petitioner. 

Turspay, May 3, 1870. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Medical Invalid and General Life Assurance Society. — Creditors 
residing in Scotland or Irelani, or in Europe, are required. on or 
before July 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Young, of 16, Tokenhouse-yard. 
Friday, July 22, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims, 

LimITED IN CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Moravian Hungarian Junction Railway Company (Limited).— 
Vice-Chancelior Stuart has, by an order dated April 22, ordered 
that the above company be wound up. Watkin, Abingdon-street, 
Westminster, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Burnley Spinning and Weaving Company (Limited).—The Master of 
the Rolls has, by an order dated April 27, appointed Robert Ingram 
Johnson, of Burnley, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before May 30, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, tothe above. Monday, June 6, 
at Ll, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims, 

Caterham Gas Company (Limited)—The Master of the Roils has 
fixed May 9, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

Dembarwen Slate Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by 
an order dated April 22, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Bennett, Furnival’s-inn, solicitor for the petitioner. 

London Depository Company (Limited),— Vice-Chancellor James has, by 
an order dated April 23, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Abrahams & Roffey, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Monarch Insurance Company (Limited}.—Creditors are required, on or 
hefore May 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
oftheir debts or claims, to Mr. Frederick Maynard, of Old Broad- 
street. Thursday, June 9, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adju- 
dicating upon the debts and claims. 

Photo-Relief Printing Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 29, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to William Nutt Field, of Abchurch- 
chambers, Abchurch-yard. Wednesday, June 8, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Hriendly Societies Bissolvev 
Fripay, April 29, 1870, 
Backwell Friendly Society, George-inn, Backwell, Somerset. April 25. 
Rocester Friendly Society, Red Lion Inn, Rocester, Stafford. April 25. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, April 29, 1870. 

Green, Robert, Brandon, Suffolk, Merchant. June 1. Ridgway v 
Cory, V.C. Stuart. Chamberlin, Gt Yarmouth, 

Howard, Ralph, Stockport, Chester, Solicitor, May 26. Howard v 
Howard,M.R. Johnstone, Stockport. 

Johnson, Mary, Hereford, Widow. May 31. Jennings » Cole, V.C. 
Stuart. Humfrys & Son, Hereford. 

Jubb, Joseph, Batley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. May 20. 
Jubb, V.C. Malins. Watts, Dewsbury. 

Stead, Wm, Menston, York, Farmer. May 27. Stead v Hardaker, 
V.C. Malins. Hartley, Otley. 

Taylor, Robt Chas, Campbell-ter, Bow-rd, Gent. May 28. 
Donne, V.C. Stuart. 

Taylor, Susannah Sandham, Bromley, Middx, Widow. May 26. Dun- 
stan v Halsey, V.C. Malins. Burn, Gresham-street. 

Thompson, Richd, Weld Bank, nr Chorley, Lancaster, Esq. June 1. 
Belaney v Ffrench, V.C. James, | Hensman & Nicholson, College-hill, 
Cannon-st, West. 

Next of Kin. 


Johnson, Mary, Hereford, Widow. May 31. V.C, Stuart. 
TuEspDay, May 3, 1870. 

Alexander, Abraham, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Gent. June 2. 

Smith v Collisson, V.C. Malins, Whyte & Co, Bedferd-row. 


Suthers o 


Halsey v 














Barclay, Geo John, Mitcham, Surrey, Esq. May 14. Barclay 7 Aus- 
tin, V.C. James. Ingle & Co, City Bank-chambers, Threadneedle- 
street. 

Cartwright, John. Birmingham, Ironfounder. May 30. Cartwright v 
Cartwright, M.R. Rowlands, Birm. 

Fergusson, Wm, Hedon-in-Holderness, York. May 26. Rennardson 
v Ingleby, V.C. Stuart. Park, Hedon. 

Kernick & Bowring, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Chemists. May 14. Ker- 
nick v Bowring, V.C. Stuart. Morris, Cardiff. 

Magrath, Andrew Nicholson, Cambridge-ter, Hyde-park, M.D. May 
27. Magrath »v Morehead, V.C. James. Cox, Cloak-lane. 

Mason, Wm Wormald, Caunton, Nottingham, Esq. June 1. Mason v 
Lamb, V.C. James. Newton, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Robins, Wm Lewen Tugwell, St Peter’s-sq, Hammersmith, Gent. June 
10. Goodwin v Whitfeld, V.C. Stuart. Baxter & Co, Victoria-st. 
Rooker, Wm Yates, Farleigh-villas, Pembury-road, Lower Clapton, 
Clerk. May 28. Rooker v Rooker, V.C. Malins. Capron & Co, 

Savile-place, New Burlington-st. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
Fripay, April 29, 1870. 
Barton, Samuel, Strand, Outfitter. June 15. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse- 
ct, Doctors’-commons. 
Bennett, Caroline, Nottingham, Spinster. May 30. Everall, Notting- 


am. 
Cole, Mary Jane, Devonport, Devon, Widow. June 24. Mogg, Devon- 
port. 
=— Jane, Melford, Suffolk, Widow. May 12. Andrews, Sud- 


jury. 

Dando, Helen, Hulme, Manch, Spinster. June 9. Lomas, Manch. 

Elson, Joseph, & Sarah Elson, Nuneaion, Warwick, Grocers. June 15. 
Dewes & Burgess, Nuneaton. 

Greaves, Benj, Worksop, Notts, Cattle Dealer. July 1. 
Coulson, Worksop, 

Hammersley, Benj Joseph, High-st, Islington, Licensed Victualler. 
May 21. Nash & Co. Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

aa. ane Whitchurch, Salop, Widow. July 1. Jones, White 
church. 

Jones, Anne, Dolgelley, Merioneth, Spinster. June 3. Venning & Co, 
Tokenhouse-yard. ‘ 

King, Joseph Pickard, Emsworth, Hants, Shipowner. June 30. Sten- 
ing, Emsworth. 

Livsey, Joel, Woolfold, Lancaster,Gent, June 29. Guest, Manch. 

Pentland, John, Old Kent-rd, Licensed Victualler. June 1, Cronin, 
Southampton-row. 

Reynolds, Lucy, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Spinster. July 1. Gwinnett 
& Co, Cheltenham. ' 


Bransen & 


Richards, Benj, Stourbridge, Worcester, Harness Maker. May 23. 
Pearman & Gould, Stourbridge. 
Shaw, Charlotte Susannak, York-st, Portman-sq, Spinster. May 31. 


Emslie & Co, Leadenhal)-st. 

Taylor, Thos, Finchley, Licensed Victualler. July 1, Hammond, Fur 
nival’s-inn. 

Townsend, Joseph, Lawn Hall, Essex,Gent. May 30. Wade & 
Knocker, Dunmow. 

Walker, Susannah Jane, Southampton-st, Strand. May 31. Willough- 
by & Cox, Clifford’s-inn. 

Way, David, Freshwater, Isle of Wight, Gent. May 31. Eldridge & 
Son, Newport. 

Wilby, Charlotte, Wortham, Suffolk, Widow. July 1. Brook, Diss. 

Wilby, Simon, Wortham, Suffolk,Gent. July1. Brook, Diss. 

Williams, Rev Rowland, Broadchalke, Wilts, D.D., Vicar. June 1. 
Upton & Co, Austinfriars. 

Tuxgspay, May 3, 1870. 

Arrowsmith, Charles Wm, Southgate-villas, Colney-hatch. June 1. 
Fisher, Deughty-st. 

Bartlett, Geo, Meleombe Regis, Dorset, Gent. June4. Howard, Mel- 
combe Regis. 

Bromley, Arthur, Teddington, Middlesex, Esq. June 10. 
Salisbury-st. Strand. 

Cannam, Eliz, Ball’s-pond-rd, Widow. June 44 Hughes & Son, Bed- 
ford-st, Covent-garden. 

Cannam, John, King-st, Covent-garden, June 4. Hughes & Son, Bed- 
ford-st, Covent-garden. 

Chaston, Edward Alfred, Park-st, Camden-town. May 30. Millman, 
Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane. 

Clissold, Thos, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. July 12. Kearsey, 
Strond. 

Cobbett, Isabella Eliz, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. May 3l. Fitch, Cra- 
ven-st, Strand. 

Crawford, Hy, Gorton, Lancaster, Boot Manufacturer. May 31. Por- 
ter & Knight, Manch. 

Finch, Edward, Edwards-sq, Kensington, Esq. June 18. Ravenscroft 
& Hills, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Fox, Geo, Fore-st, Ceffee-house Keeper. May 23. Merriman & Co, 
Queen-st, Cheapside. ‘ 

Graham, Mary, Carlisle, Svinster, July 1. Wright, Carlisle. 

Hotchkys, Bertha Caroline, Hanham, Gloucester, Spinster. 
Tuson, Iichester. 

Hotehkys. Chas Hy, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq, Junel. Tuson, Il- 


chester. ae 
King, Wm, Canonbury-park, Surveyor. June 11. Theobald, Furnival’s- 


Hodgson, 


June 1, 


inn. 
Lindsay, John Wm, Chorltoa-on-Medlock, Manch, Tailor. July 8. 


Addleshaw, Manch. 2 7 
Llewellin, Rev John, Wiveliscombe, Somerset, M.A. May 17. Llew- 

ellin, Builth. ‘ : x 
Lockley, Jane, Muxton, Salop, Spinster. June 24. Fisher & Hodges, 


Newport. 
Lockyer, Caroline, Penzance, Cornwall, Spinster. July 1. Borlase & 


Milton, Penzance. f 
Miller, Jane, Queen-st, Brompton, Spinster. June 4. Dommett, Gut- 


ter-lane, Cheapside. 
Peacock, Thos, Burton-st, Eaton-sq, Machinist. June 24. Duffield & 


Bruty, Tokenhouse-yard. 
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ayes A John Geo, Carmarthen, Captain, R.N. June 30. Barker, Car- 
marthen,. 
Scholes, Wm, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Butcher. July 8. Addle- 


shaw, Manch. 

Shakespear, Geo, Llanstephan, Carmarthen, Esq. June 30. Barker, 
Carmarthen. 

Tuson, Rev Geo Baily, Hanham, Gloucester. June 1. Tuson, Ilches- 


ter. 
Whalley, Rev David, Nottingham. July 1, Clarke & Co, Nottingham. 
Willes, Prudence, Bath. Junel. Tuson, Ilchester. 
Windham, Sir Chas Ash, Montreal, Canada, Knight. Aug 3l. Field & 


Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Wood, Fredk, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Solicitor. June 1. Coverdale & 


Co, Bedford-row. 


Weeds registered pursuant to Baneruptey Act, 1861. 
TuespaY, May 3, 1870. 


Humphreys, John Geo, Holloway-rd, Islington, Iroamonger. March 
30. Comp. Reg April 29. 

Laars, Simon Hyman, St Leonard’s-ter, Maida-hill, Draper, April 2. 
Asst. Reg April 29. 


Bankruyls. 
Fripay, April 29, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Hime, Chas Fredk, & Robt Gibsone Anthony, Mincing-lane, Cotton 
Brokers. Pet April27. Roche. May I4at 12. 

Shafto, Robt C. Duncombe, Cromwell-houses, South Kensington, Gent. 
Pet April 26. Pepys. May 10 at 1. 

Turner Wm Thos, Howard-rd, South Hornsey, Builder. Pet April 26, 
Brougham. May 13 at 1. : 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Armstrong, Wm, & Sam] Walter Rowse, Plymouth, Devon, Wholesale 
Grocers. Pet April13. Pearse. East Stonehouse, May 11 at 11. 

Barnes, Thos, & Jas Barnes, Accrington, Lancashire, Manufacturers. 
Pet April 25. Bolton. Blackburn, May 11 at 11. 

Srett, Chas, Bilston, Stafford, Draper. Pet April 26. Brown. Wolver- 
hampton, May 11 at 3. 

Brown, Geo, sen, Gressenhall, Norfolk, out of business. Pet April 27. 
Palmer. Norwick, May 12 at 12. 

Douglas, John, & Martin Douglas, Sunderland, Durham, Rope Manu- 
facturers. Pet April27. Ellis. Sunderland, May 11 at 11. 

Harnden, Hy, & Geo Wm _ Whiddon, Salcombe, Devon, Shipwrights. 
Pet April27. Pearce. East Stonehouse, May 11 at 11. 

Harvey, Wm White, Aston New Town, Birm, out of business. Pet 
April 25. Chauntler. Birm, May 20 at 10. 

Heslop, E. S., Sale, Cheshire, Comm Agent. Pet April 21. 
Manch, May 12 at 9.30. 

Hudson, Heron, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Traveller. Pet April 26. 
Brown. Wolverhampton, May 1! at 12. 

Jackson, Wm Hy, Coleford, Gloucester, Chemical Manufacturer. Pet 
April 14. Roberts. Newport, May 11 at 10.30. 

MacDowell, John, Penryn, Cornwall, Innkeeper. Pet April 26. Chil- 
cott. Truro, May 14 at 12. 

Mason, Isaac, New Pits, nr Tredegar, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Pet 


Kay. 


April 25. Shephard. Tredegar, May 13 at 2. 

Michelson, Wm, Spanby, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet April 22.  Staniland. 
Boston, May 10 at 10. 

Morse, John, West Dean, Gloucester, Coal Haulier. Pet April 27. 


Roberts. Newport, May 11 at 11. 


Parsons, Geo, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet April 25. Dennis. | 


Northampton, May 11 at 10. 

Pearson, Wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Bricklayer. Pet April 26. Phillips. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, May 9 at 11. 

Rudd, Thos, South Shields, Durham, Ironmonger, Pet April 13. Mor- 
timer. Newcastle, May 10 at 11. 

Tubb, Richd, Lpool, Organ Builder. 
May 10 at2. 


Pet April 25. Hime. Lpool, 


TuEspayY May 3, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 


Cheeseman, Joseph Winchep, Plaistow, Essex, out of business. Pet April 
28. Murray. May 16at 11 


Courtenay, Edwd Baldwin, Ryder-st, St James’s-st. Pet April 29, 
Spring-Rice. June 2 at 11. 

Harris, John, Goldsworthy-pl, Rotherhithe, Carpenter. Pet April 29. 
Murray. June 2 at}. 

Heiestad, Jacob Pederson, Water-lane, Ship Broker. Pet April 23. 


Roche. May 17 at 1). 
Sands, Jas Isaacks, Gt Mitchell-st, St Lukes, Pawnbreker. 


Pet April 
29. Spring-Rice. May 26 at 1. : 


Sharpe, ‘Thos, Throgmorton-st, Wine Merchant. Pet April 29. Mur- 
ray. May 18 at 11. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Blything, Chas, Openshaw, nr Manch, Grocer. Pet April 29. Kay. 


Manch, May 19 at 10. 

Corrie, Alex Affleck. & John Kirkpatrick Corrie, Lpool, Grocers. Pet 
April 30. Hime. Lypool, May 16 at 2. 

Dawson, Benj, Almondbury, Huddersfield, Plush Cutter. Pet April 28. 
Jones, jun. Huddersfield, May 9 at 11. 

Eagles, Wm Ezra, Kingsbury, Bucks, Saddler. 
Aylesbury, May 23 at 4. 

Lee. John, Newsham, Northumberland, Grecer. 
timer. Newcastle, May 14 at 11.30. 

Wilson, Margaret, Ulverston, Lancashire, Shipwright. Pet April 28. 
Postlethwaite. Ulverston, May 18 at 10. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farway, April 29, 1$70. 
Brown, Chss, Burn Town, nr Tavistock, Devon, Farmer. April 27. 
Bowden, John, & Sam! Waldron, Plymouth, Corn Merchante. April 27. 


Pet April 29. Watson. 


Pet April 28. Mor- 











Fowler, Geo Thos, Queen’s-row, Walworth, House Painter. April 95, 
Hitchin, gota, & Hy Hitchin, Sneinton, Nottingham, Lace : 


April 25. 
TurEspDAy, May 3, 1870, 

Bailes, Jas, Southgate-rd, Wocd-green, Tottenham, Journeyman i. 

® net Maker. April 20. / ‘ ‘ be 

Harverson, Apelles, Blackman-st, Boreugh, Glass Merchant. April 29, 
Thompson, Joseph, Bristel, Mason. April 29. 


le 





es, 


RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro. 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Lifg 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

: Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 





Proposat FoR LOAN ON MortTGAGES, 
Date...... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build. 
ings , state the net annual income). 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary, 





A large Discount for Cash. 


en of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page, 20 copies, 
subject to a Discount of 20 per cent. for cash ; being at the rate 
net of 4/6 per page—a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by 
the trade, 
Yates & ALEXANDER, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lanc. 


UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to tho Cost of 
‘A. Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
out MSS. 
Yates & ALEXANDER, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 








LIEBIG COMPANY’S £XTRACT OF MEAT. 


MSTERDAM EXHIBITION, 1869, FIRST 
PRIZE, being above the Gold Medal. Supplied to the British, 
French, Prussian, Russian, Italian, Dutch, and other Governments. 
One pint of fine flavoured Beef-tea at 24d. Most convenient and 
economic ‘‘ stock.” 
Caurrion.—Only sort warranted genuine by the inventor, Baron 
Liebig, whose signature is on every genuine Jar. 
Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, and not for Liebig’s 
Extract of Meat. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders itin appearance and wear equal 





to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 
£34 £84 £8.d. £8. 4, 

Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 OQand1 18 0 240 210 0 
Dessert ditto ......e005.. | 0 Oand1 10 0 112 0 115 6 
Table Spoons....ee.eeeee 1 10 Oandl 18 0 240 210 0 
Dessertditto ...ceeee.. | 0 Oand! 10 0 112 0 115 0 
Tea SpOOns .ccsssecseeeee 9 12 Oandd 1s O 120 15 0 
Every Article forthe Table asin silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for: 


warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


‘LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE. 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d.to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
ls, 6d, setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
lils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years, 
savory Table Knives, I4s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks,8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All ware 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350drawinys, sn@ 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &.. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked fa plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establis') went b&s been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivercu cucciage free 

er rail. 
’ GRICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, UONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 








M OMENTOUS, MYSTICAL, AND MOSICAL 

EASTER ENTERTAINMENTS.—SAND AND THE SUEZ. 
CANAL (a momentous question), by Professor Pepper: with curious 
Sand Experiments and Dioramic Illustrations.—Novel Musica! Enter- 
tainment, by George Buckland, Esq. (Mystical and Spectral), entitled, 
THE HEART OF STONE: a Legend of the Black Forest, with asvonish- 
ing Spectral Scenes and New Music.—Dugwar’s marvellously agile 
“Tomahawk Throwing,” and centre of gravity performances.—Tbe 
American Organ daily.—Lecture by Mr. King, ‘On a curious Chinese 
Torpedo.”—Napoli’s Mechanical Pictures, and all: the other Entertain- 
ments daily, for One Shilling, at ROYAL POLYTECHNIC. 





